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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 1955 


Unirep STATES SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, PP. Gy. 


Che subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in the com- 
‘ittee room, 224 Senate Office Building, Senator Clinton P. Anderson 
chairman of the subcommittee ) presiding. 

Present: Senators James KE. Murray, Montana (chairman) ; Clin- 
ton P. Anderson, New Mexico (chairman of the subcommittee) 3 
Henry M. Jackson, Washington; Joseph C. O’Mahoney, Wyoming; 
and Arthur V. Watkins, Utah. 

Also present: Senators W. Kerr Scott, North Carolina: George 
W. Malone, Nevada; Frank A. Barrett, Wyoming, and Barry Gold- 
water, Arizona. 

Present also: Stewart French, general counsel; Richard L. Callag- 
ian, chief clerk; N. D. McSherry, assistant chief clerk; Goodrich W. 
Lineweaver, Bureau of Reclamation: and Elmer K. Nelson, consult- 
ne engineer. 

Senator Anperson. The meeting will come to order, 

I think it would be helpful if Senator Watkins would make, for 
the record, a statement with reference to the two bills, S. 164 and 
S. 405, which I will ask to be placed in the record at this point. 

(S. 164 and S. 405 are as follows:) 


[S. 164, 84th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To supplement the Federal reclamation laws by providing for Federal cooperation 
in non-Federal projects and for participation by non-Federal agencies in Federal 
projects 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re prese ntatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the purpose of this Act is to encourage 
State and local participation in the development of projects under the Federal 
reclamation laws and to provide for Federal assistance in the development of 
similar projects in the seventeen western reclamation States by non-Federal 
rganizations. 

SEc. 2. As used in this Act 

(a) The term “construction”, in addition to its usual meaning under the 
Federal reclamation laws, shall include rehabilitation and hetterment 

(b) The term “Federal reclamation laws” shall mean the Act of June 17, 1902 
(32 Stat. 388), and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto. 

(c) The term “organization” shall mean a State or a department, agency, or 
political subdivision thereof or a conservancy district, irrigation district, water 
users’ association, an agency created by interstate compact, or similar organiza- 
tion which has capacity to contract with the United States under the Federal 
reclamation laws. 

(d) The term “project” shall mean (i) any undertaking or feature or unit 
of an undertaking, having an estimated cost of not to exceed $5,000,000, author- 
ized to be constructed under the Federal reclamation laws, the sole or principal 
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purpose of which is to store, divert, carry, or deliver water for irrigation or for 
domestic, industrial, or municipal use or to furnish pumping energy therefor or 
to drain lands under or susceptible of irrigation, and (ii) any other similar 
undertaking or feature or unit of an undertaking, having an estimated cost of not 
to exceed $5,000,000 proposed to be constructed by an organization. 

(e) The term “Secretary” shall mean the Secretary of the Interior. 

Sec. 3. Any organization desiring to avail itself of the benefits provided in this 
Act shall submit a proposal therefor to the Secretary in such form and manner 
as he shall prescribe. Each such proposal shall be accompanied by a payment 
of $1,000 to defray, in part, the cost of examining the proposal. 

Sec. 4. (a) Any proposal with respect to the construction of a project which 
has not theretofore been authorized for construction under the Federal reclama- 
tion laws shall set forth, among other things, a plan and estimated cost in detail 
comparable to those included in preauthorization reports required for a Federal 
reclamation project; shall have been submitted for review by the States of the 
stream basin in which the project is located in like manner as provided in sub 
section (¢), section 1 of the Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. S87), and shall 
include a proposed allocation of Capital costs to functions such that costs for 
facilities used for a single purpose shall be allocated to that purpose and costs 
for facilities used for more than one purpose shall be so allocated among the 
purposes served that each purpose will share equitably in the costs of such joint 
facilities 

(b) Every such proposal shall include a showing that the organization already 
holds or can acquire all lands and interests in land (except public and other lands 
and interests in land owned by the United States which are within the admin- 
istrative jurisdiction of the Secretary and subject to disposition by him) and 
rights to the use of water necessary for the successful construction, operation, 
and maintenance of the project and that it is ready, able, and willing to finance 
otherwise than by loan and grant under this Act such portion of the cost of con- 
struction (which portion shall include all costs of acquiring lands, interests in 
land, and rights to the use of water) as the Secretary shall have advised is 
proper in the circumstances: Provided, That the contribution required of any an- 
plicant organization shall not be in excess of 25 per centum of the costs of the 
project which, if it were being constructed as a Federal reclamation project, 
would be property allocable to reimbursable functions under under general pro- 
visions of a law applicable to such projects and, in the case of rehabilitation and 
betterment projects, any existing irrigation facilities owned by the applicant or- 
ganization may be pledged as all or part of any contribution so required. 

(c) If the project is found by the Secretary and the Governor of the State 
in which it is located (or an appropriate State agency designated by him) to be 
financially feasible and upon determination by the Secretary that the requested 
project constitutes a reasonable risk under the provisions of this Act, the Secre 
tary is hereby authorized to negotiate a contract with the applicant organization 
as provided in section 5: Provided, That, with respect to projects having an 
estimated cost in excess of $200,000, no such contract shall be executed until the 
project proposal and the proposed contract shall have been approved by Act of 
Congress. The Secretary at the time of submitting the project proposal to Con- 
gress or at the time of his determination that the requested project constitutes 
a reasonable risk under the provisions of this Act, may reserve from use or dis- 
position inimical to the project any lands and interests in land owned by the 
United States which are within his administrative jurisdiction and subject to 
disposition by him and which are required for use by the project. Any such 
reservation shall expire at the end of two years unless the repayment contract 
provided for in section 5 of this Act shall have been executed. 

(d) The Secretary shall give due consideration to financial feasibility, emer- 
gency, or urgent need for the project, whether the proposal involves furnishing 
supplemental irrigation water for an existing irrigation project, whether the 
proposal involves rehabilitation of existing irrigation project works, and whether 
the proposed project is primarily for irrigation or drainage. All project works 
and facilities constructed under this Act shall remain under the ownership and 
control of the local contracting organization subject to the terms of the contract 
entered into pursuant to section 5 of this Act. 

Sec. 5. Any contract authorized to be negotiated under the provisions of sub- 
section (¢) of section 4 of this Act shall set out, among other things— 

(a) the maximum amount of any loan to be made to the organization and 
the time and method of making the same available to the organization. Said 
loan shall not exceed the estimated cost of constructing the project which, if 
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t were being constructed as a Federal reclamation project, would be properly 
allocable to reimbursable functions under general provisions of law applicable 
to such projects ; 

(b) the maximum amount of any grant to be accorded the organization 
and the time and method of paying the same to the organization. Said grant 
shall not exceed that portion of the estimated cost of constructing the project 
which, if it were being constructed as a Federal reclamation project, would 
be properly allocable to nonreimbursable functions under general provisions 
of law applicable to such projects ; 

(¢) a plan of repayment by the organization of the sums lent to it in not 
more than fifty years from the date when the principal benefits of the project 
tirst become available and, in the case of any project involving an alloeation 
to domestic, industrial, or municipal water supply, or power produced as an 
element of the project and incidental to its full development, of interest on 
the unamortized balance of an appropriate portion of the loan at the average 
rate of interest, as determined by the Secretary of the Treasury paid on the 
long-term interest-bearing marketable securities of the United States out- 
standing at the beginning of the fiscal year preceding the date on which the 
contract is executed ; 

(ad) provision for operation of the project, if a grant predicated upon its 
performance of nonreimbursable functions is made, in accordance with reg- 
ulations with respect thereto prescribed by the head of the Federal depart- 
ment or agency primarily concerned with those functions and, in the event of 
noncompliance with such regulations, for operation by the United States or 
for repayment to the United States of the amount of any such grant; and 

(e) such provisions as the Secretary shall deem necessary or proper to pro- 
vide assurance of and security for prompt repayment of the loan and interest 
as aforesaid. The liability of the United States under any contract entered 
into pursuant to this Act shall be contingent upon the availability of appro- 
priations to carry out the same, and every such contract shall so recite. 

Sec. 6. Upon request of an organization which has made or intends to make a 
proposal under this Act, the head of any Federal department or agency may make 
available to the organization any existing engineering, economic, or hydrologic 
nformation and printed material that it may have and that will be useful in con- 
nection with the planning, design, construction, or operation and maintenance 
of the project concerned. As agreed upon, the reasonable cost of any plans, speci 
fications, and other unpublished material furnished by the Secretary pursuant to 
this section and the reasonable cost of making and administering any loan under 
this Act shall, to the extent that they would not be nonreimbursable in the case 
of a project constructed under the Federal reclamation laws, be treated as a 
loan and covered in the provisions of the contract entered into under section 5 of 
this Act unless they are otherwise paid for by the organization. 

Sec. 7. The Secretary is authorized to perform any and all acts and to make 
such rules and regulations as may be necessary or proper in carrying out the 
provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary, but not to exceed $100,000,000 to carry out the provisions of this Act. 
All appropriations authorized for the purposes of this Act shall remain available 
until expended and shall, insofar as they are used to finance loans made under this 
Act, be reimbursable in the manner hereinabove provided. 

Sec. 9. This Act shall be a supplement to the Federal reclamation laws. 


[S. 405, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To supplement the Federal reclamation laws by providing for Federal coopera- 
tion in non-Federal projects and for participation by non-Federal agencies in Federal 
projects 
Be it enacted ‘by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, That the purpose of this Act is to encourage 

State and local participation in the development of projects under the Federal 

reclamation laws and to provide for Federal assistance in the development of 

similar projects in the seventeen western reclamation States by non-Federal 
organizations. 

Sec. 2. As used in this Act 

(a) The term “construction” shall include rehabilitation and hetterment 

(b) The term “Federal reclamation laws” shall mean the Act of June 17, 1902 
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(c) The term “organization” shall mean a State or a department, agency, or 
political subdivision thereof or a conservancy district, irrigation district, water 
users’ association, an agency created by interstate Compact, or similar organiza 
tion which has capacity to contract with the United States under the Federal 
reclamation laws 

(d) The term “project” shall mean (i) any reclamation or irrigation under 
taking or feature or unit of an undertaking, including incidental features thereof, 
having an estimated cost of not to exceed $5,000,000, authorized by the Federal 
reclamation laws, or constructed by the United States pursuant to said laws, 
or in connection with which there is a repayment contract executed by the 
United States, pursuant to said laws, or any undertaking or feature or unit 
of an undertaking constructed or operated and maintained by the Secretary 
through the Bureau of Reclamation for the reclamation of arid lands or other 
purposes, and (ii) any similar undertaking or feature or unit of an undertaking 
having an estimated cost of not to exceed $5,000,000 proposed to be constructed 
by an organization. 

(e) The term “Secretary” shall mean the Secretary of the Interior 

Sec. 3. Any organization desiring to avail itself of the benefits provided in this 
Act shall submit a proposal therefor to the Secretary in such form and manner 
as he shall prescribe. Each such proposal shall be accompanied by a payment 
of $1,000 to defray, in part, the cost of examining the proposal. 

Sec. 4. (a) Any proposal with respect to the construction of a project which 
has not theretofore been authorized for construction under the Federal reciama 
tion laws shall set forth, among other things, a plan and estimated cost in 
detail comparable to those included in preauthoriztion reports required for a 
Federal reclamation project; shall have been submitted for review by the State 
or States in which the project is located in like manner as provided in subsection 
{c), section 1 of the Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), except that the 
review may be limited to the State or States in which the project is located: 
and shall include a proposed allocation of capital costs to functions such that 
costs for facilities used for a single purpose shall be allocated to that purpose 
and costs for facilities used for more than one purpose shall be so ailocated among 
the purposes served that each purpose will share equitably in the costs of such 
joint facilities. 

(b) Every such proposal shall include a showing that the organization 
already holds or can acquire all lands and interests in land (except public 
and other lands and interests in land owned by the United States which are 
within the administrative jurisdiction of the Secretary and subject to disposi- 
tion by him) and rights to the use of water necessary for the successful 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the project and that it is ready, 
able, and willing to finance otherwise than by loan and grant under this Act 
such portion of the cost of construction (which portion shall include all costs 
of acquiring lands, interests in land, and rights to the use of water) as the 
Secretary shall have advised is proper in the circumstances: Provided, That 
the contribution required of any applicant organization shall not be in excess 
of 25 per centum of the costs of the project which, if it were being constructed 
as a Federal reclamation project, would be properly allocable to reimbursable 
functions under general provisions of law applicable to such projects and, in 
the case of rehabilitation and betterment projects, any exising irrigation facilities 
owned by the applicant organization may be pledged as all or part of any con- 
tribution so required. 

(c) If the project is found by the Secretary and the Governor of the State 
in which it is located (or an appropriate State agency designated by him) to 
be financially feasible and upon determination by the Secretary that the re- 
quested project constitutes a reasonable risk under the provisions of this Act, 
the Secretary is hereby authorized to negotiate a contract with the applicant 
organization as provided in section 5. Such contract shall not be executed, when 
Congress is in session, until the expiration of sixty calendar days after the 
project proposal shall have been submitted to the Committees on Interior and 
Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives and Senate, or when Congress 
is not in session, until the expiration of sixty days after submission thereof to 
the chairman and ranking minority member of each such committee: Provided, 
That prior to submission of any project proposal, the Secretary shall afford 
the applicant organization an opportunity to comment in writing on the con- 
clusions and recommendations of the Secretary with respect to the project 
proposal, and such written comments of the applicant organization shall be 
included in the matter submitted to the Committees on Interior and Insular 
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Affairs, or to the chairman and ranking minority members thereof, as herein 
hefore provided, 

(d) The Secretary at the time of submitting the project proposal to Congress 
or at the time of his determination that the requested project constitutes a 
regsonable risk under the provisions of this Act, may reserve from use or dispo 
sition inimical to the project any lands and interests in land owned by the 
United States which are within his administrative jurisdiction and subject to 
disposition by him and which are required for use by the project. Any such 
reservation shall expire at the end of two vears unless the repayment contract 
provided for in section 5 of this Act shall have been executed 

(e The Secretary shall give due consideration to financial feasibility, 


emergency or urgent need for the project, whether the proposal involves furnish 


ng supplemental irrigation water for an existing irrigation project, whether 
the proposal involves rehabilitation of existing irrigation project works, and 
whether the proposed project Ss primarily for irrigation or dratinace \l 
project works and facilities constructed under this Act shall remain under 


the ownership and control of the local contracting organization subject to the 


terms of the contract entered into pursuant to section 5 of this Act 
Src » Any contract authorized to be negotiated under the provisions of sub 


section (¢) of section 4 of this Act shall set out, among other thin 
nd the maXimum amount of any loan to be made to the organization and 
the time and method of making the same available to the organization 


Said loan shall not exceed the estimated cost of constructing the project 
which, if it were being constructed as a Federal reclamation project, would 
be properly allocable to reimbursable functions under general provisions of 
aw applicable to such projects 

(b) the maximum amount of any grant to be accorded the organization 

id the time and method of paying the same to the organization Said 
grant shall not exceed that portion of the estimated cost of constructing the 
project which, if it were being constructed as a Federal reclamation project, 
vould be properly allocable to nonreimbursable functions under general 
prov isions of Law applic: ble to such } rojec ts 

(¢) a plan of repayment by the organization of the sums lent to it in not 
more than fifty years from the date when the principal benefits of the proj 
ect first become available and, in the case of any project involving an alloca 
tion to domestic, industrial, or municipal water supply, or power produced 
us an element of the project and incidental to its full development, of in 
terest on the unamortized balatce of an appropriate portion of the loan at 
the average rate of interest, as determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
paid on the long-term interest-bearing marketable securities of the United 
States outstanding at the beginning of the fiscal year preceding the date on 
vhich the contract is executed : 

(d) provision for operation of the project, if a grant predicated upon it 
performance of nonreimbursable functions is made, in accordance with regu 
ations with respect thereto prescribed by the head of the Federal department 
or agency primarily concerned with those functions and, in the event of non 
compliance with such regulations, for operation by the United States or for 
repayment to the United States of the amount of any such grant: and 

‘) such provisions as the Secretary shall deem necessary or proper to 
provide assurance of and security for prompt repayment of the loan and 
interest as aforesaid. The liability of the United States under any contract 
entered into pursuant to this Act shall be contingent upon the availability 
of appropriations to carry out the same, and every such contract shall so 
recite 

Sec. 6. Upon request of an organization which has made or intends to make a 
proposal under this Act, the head of any Federal department or agency may make 
available to the organization any existent engineering, economic, or hydrologic 
information and printed material that it may have and that will be useful in 
connection with the planning, design, construction, or operation and mainte 
nance of the project concerned. As agreed upon, the reasonable cost of any 
plans, specifications, and other unpublished material furnished by the Secretary 
pursuant to this section and the reasonable cost of making and administering any 
loan under this Act shall, to the extent that they would not be nonreimbursable 
in the case of a project constructed under the Federal reclamation laws, be 
treated as a loan and covered in the provisions of the contract entered into under 
section 5 of this Act unless they are otherwise paid for by the organization 
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Sec. 7. The Secretary is authorized to perform any and all acts and to make 
such rules and regulations as may be necessary or proper in carrying out the 
provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, such sums as may be 
necessary, but not to exceed $100,000,000 to carry out the provisions of this Act. 
All appropriations authorized for the purposes of this Act shall remain available 
until expended and shall, insofar as they are used to finance loans made under 
this Act, be reimbursable in the manner hereinabove provided. 

Sec. 9. This Act shall be a supplement to the Federal reclamation laws. 

Senator Anperson. We are all interested in the purpose of these 
bills. I think it would be interesting to know why there was a change 
made in it and In general how it came to be that we did not report 
out the bill as it is in S. 405 as it has been introduced in the Hous 

Senator Warxrins. I do not recall all the details, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anperson. I do not, either. I know we met rapidly and 
worked for a short time. Why is there a difference in the two bilis? 
There is no real difference in intention on the par of the Senators 
who are on the two bills. 

Senator Warkins. S. 405, introduced by Senator Malone and 
others, is substantially the same bill as the House passed last vear. 
I think it isthe same bill as ¢ ‘ongressman Miller introduced, the chair 
man of the Interior Committee, with one or two shght modifications, 
I am advised. 

164 is the same bill after it was worked upon by the Senate com 
mittee and by a group of Congressmen and Senators who had been 
sitting in conference on other measures, and who attempted at that 
time to work out a bill that would meet some of the objections that 
had been raised on the Senate side and getting something that we 
could get by the Senate and would be agreed to and we would not have 
any difflic vulty. 

I will not go into the details at this time, but the purposes of the two 
bills are exactly the same. 

Senator Matonr. What is the specific difference ? 

Senator Warkins. You would have to read them through. 

Senator Martone. You do not remember it? 

Senator WarTkrins. No. 

Senator ANpERSON. We changed the limitation, as I recall. 

Senator MaLtonre. What was the limitation ? 

Senator Watkins. It was $10 million at one time. We made it five. 
I think both bills are the same as to that. 

Let us go ahead with the testimony. 

Senator Martone. As long as we have brought up the subject of the 
difference in bills, Mr. Chairman, I would like to get at specifically 
what the differences are so that we will understand the testimony. 

I remember we sat in the hearings, there was almost a continuous 
session on the floor, and we would meet in a special room over there 
in the Capitol, but the argument finally was mostly on the amount of 
money and then the method of the guaranty of the minimum. 

If we could figure here just what we are hearing the evidence on 
and know the specific difference in the two bills, I think it would be 
helpful to start off with. 

Senator Warkins. I would like to agree with you, but I think the 
objective here is to present a case for or against, in a hearing of this 
kind, a general measure providing for these small projects. 
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7 exact terms of the bill as we would like to have them as of now 
may be different from what they were last year. I think probably 
jus st a discussion between the two measures wouk l not be too he lp ful 
for the simple reason in the end we are going to work a bill over any 
way in the light of what we have learned since. 

Senator ANpERSON. May we also say that we have agreed ~ at this is 
for the main purpose of permitting Mr. Whitacre and Mr. Bliss, who 
are here to give their testimony and get home and some of us have 
another obligation, even this morning, so I would like to be able to get 
their testimony in. 

Senator Martone. I think that would be all right, Mr. Chairman. 

Perhaps the witnesses themselves can testify on the differences in 
the two bills and what they would like to see done. 

Senator AnpErson. Mr. Bliss, I believe, will be the first witness. 
Mr. Bliss, I am happy to say, is from New Mexico. He is a reluctant 
officer. He has resigned as State engineer once or twice and keeps 
getting impressed into service in the same manner as United States 
seamen are Impressed into service aboard a ship. The Government has 
again impressed him in the service for a brief period. We are sorry 
it isnot longer, but we appreciate your serving, anyhow. 

You are chairman of this small committee / 


STATEMENT OF JOHN M. BLISS, CHAIRMAN, SMALL PROJECTS 
COMMITTEE, NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Buiss. Yes. I am sorry I do not have, as you readily under- 
stand, a prepared statement to make. ‘This came up rather suddenly. 

Senator AnperRsoN. Why do you, from your long experience in the 
West, think a bill of this nature is necessary ? 

Mr. Briss. It is necessary for the simp le reason that there is a wide 
gap between the projects which the Bureau of Reclamation can 
economically handle and those which are handled by the local people, 

‘by the Department of Agriculture, s say, on their water facilities 
aaa am. 

The gap runs from a few tens of thousands of dollars perhaps up to 
the limits of the bill which we have set at $5 million. ‘That seems to 
be generally recognized as a breaking point between the small project 
and the projects which Reclamation can re: adily handle. 

There has been that need to fill that gap for a good many years and 
we have been working on it for some time in the National Reclamation 
Association. 

Senator AnpeRson. Was it your experience, in the years you have 
been in the office dealing with water in a State where reclamation is an 
essential, that there are many projects, at least, there are some projects 
which might best be handled in this way, that involves too much work 
if they are transmitted back and forth to Washington and cleared by 
the States each time. 

Mr. Buiss. I think there are a good many, Senator, all over the 
West, largely rehabilitation and betterment projects for the improve- 
ment of existing systems. 

I think the program would cover some new development, but cer- 
tainly in our State it is going to be largely rehabilitation and better- 
ment work. 

I think that is substantially true throughout the West. 
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Senator Anprerson. Is it your experience that maybe in Arizona 
that would also be true pretty largely ¢ 

Mr. Buss. I am sure it is. 

Senator Anprerson. In Colorado there may be some new projects 
that come into it, but there are still many projects there where rehabili- 
tation is necessary. 

Mr. Buss. That is correct. 

I might add this: I am sure you gentlemen are familiar with the 
program, but one big advantage which we think we see in this legisla- 
tion is that it brings the authority and the obligation for ree lamation 
back to the people. 

In other words, the projects themselves are to be planned, con- 
structed, and oper: ated by the people, and not by the Federal Govern- 
ment. ‘They merely loan the money for that purpose. 

Senator Anperson. Senator Watkins, do you have some questions ? 

Senator Warkins. Do you feel that the people are fully capable 
of planning and directing the construction of these small projects 4 

Mr. Buiss. Time alone will tell, Senator, but [ am sure they are. 
I feel we are in our State, and from some of the work you have done 
in Utah and Montana, I feel that they are. 

Senator Warkins. As a matter of fact, they have constructed in 
the past about 85 percent of the reclamation projects that exist out 
West. 

Mr. Briss. I would suspect mere than that. 

Senator WarkiNs. A while back I know the figure was placed at 
85 percent of the existing irrigation facilities that had already been 
constructed by the people themselves. 

I did not ask the first question in the nature of, shall I say, just 
asking for information, but I wanted to get in the record the fact 
that I think they have shown ability over the vears to handle projects 
of this kind, many times $5 million in cost. 

Senator Anprerson. Senator Malone? 

Senator Matonr. I have a few questions. 

Mr. Secretary, you do favor the bill? 

Mr. Buiss. I do, Senator. 

Senator Martone. What are the main provisions in the bill that vou 
consider necessary for its success ? 

Mr. Buss. I would like to comment on one or two of the provisions. 
I think the majority of the oe are fully agreed to by every- 
body who has worked on the bill and by the Senate and House com- 
mittees. There are some points of difference. I would like to 
comment on one or two of them. 

Senator Anperson. Certainly. 

Mr. Briss. One of them is the —_ of processing the small 
project bills. H. R. 5301, the Miller bill, which passed the House 
last year, provided that all small projects could be secretarily author- 
ized provided that the measure was sent to the two committees while 
in session for a period of 60 days, that is Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee, or the chairman, and the ranking minority members of 
the two committees if the House were not in session. 

As I understand it, you amended that in the Senate committee last 
year to provide that that would apply only to projects costing less 
than $200,000. Ihave no objection to a limit. 
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The National Reclamation Association people would hope that that 
limit might be as large as would be consistent with good legislation 
and not requiring Congress to pass on a multitude of smaller projects. 

Senator ANpERSON. Do you want to comment on this excess land 
limitation / 

Mr. Buss. The excess land limitation ? 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. Briss. Again as that passed the Tlouse there was no excess 
land limitation. We had hoped that it might get by without it. 

1 understand that there is some feeling that it would not be proper 
to have no limitation on lands to be served. Since most of them are 
rehabilitation and betterment projects for existing concerns, we feel 
that in general the size of the farm or the farm unit has been pretty 
well established by experience. 

lLlowever, | suppose there are some areas and would be in this small 
project legislation where excessive holdings might belong to indi- 
vidual units, and, if necessary, we would concede that there should 
be some limitation on the land unit that may be held in an individual. 

Senator ANperRson. I think, Mr. Bliss, that the main reason this 
provision was inserted is that it did not want to get a complication 
started in which people would say, “Well, I have more than 160 
acres; Lam going to try to put this project under the Small Projects 
Act. I don’t want the Federal Government to come in and cut my 
farm a as 

That is not what we were trying to find. We were trying to find 
a way by which the administration of these could be brought to the 
States and the people that are more closely concerned and on these 
small projects you would not be coming to the Bureau of Reclama 
tion, and we th ought if we did not change the ground rules on these 
it would be easier to meet the payroll and keep from being in com 
petition with other districts right next to you where there might be 
it limitation, and the only reason he might have gotten the limitation 
‘s that his proje ct cost more than $5 million. 

We did not think that was a very good argument. 

Mr. Butss. That is correct. 

I might observe that I wish some good answer could be reached 
as to the land-limitation provision as you understand it, sir; it is a 
hot potato out West. 

Senator ANpERSOoN. As you know, I have not been too enthusiastic 
for the land-limitation provision because I think it makes a great deal 
of difference where the land is, as to how much you need to make a 
family-size farm. 

I have seen some land in Yuma where 5 or 10 acres would be more 
than a man would actually need to make a very good living. I 
have also seen some irrigated land in certain sections of ( ‘olor: ido 
where the area is very high and where the growing season is extreme ly 
short, where I do not think a man could re ally make a living on 
i60 acres. 

Mr. Briss. I am sure that is correct. 

Senator ANpERSON. Because of that 1 think there should be a great 
leal of flexibility in acreage limitation. 

3ut I was not too concerned about this particular section of the 
bill. If you had some provision in there that the acreage limitation 
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could be waived in certain specific regards without reference to Con- 
gress, I beheve it woule be a use ‘ful thing. 

Senator Watkins. As I remember, we did pass an act with refer- 
ence to a Colorado project which was built at a high altitude. We 
waived that limitation, or raised it, at least. 

Senator Matone. Mr. Chairman, anyone familiar with lands, just 
is you have described, knows that we try to average the limitation, 
acreage limitation. Averaging acres for a family unit is like trying 
to average legs in a pair of pants, they do not fit everybody. 

We have constructed several projects in Nev ada. One I recall 
I was particularly connected with, was engineer for, there was no 
acreage limitation, it was waived. 

Now, there are other considerations, financial considerations besides 
just an amount that will ultimately support a family. You are look- 
ing forward in some cases to 10 years, 5, anyway. Would there be 
any method of leaving ths at situation to the Secret ary of the Interior 
on an investigation to determine what the land limitation, if any, 
ought to be? 

Senator Anperson. I think it might. 

Mr. Bliss, you recognize we might be able to waive this acreage 
limitation without doing great violence to the cause of reclamation 
in the West. 

It is based, of course, Senator Malone, as you well know, on the 
homestead provisions of 160 acres, but actually it does not work out to 
any great degree of satisfaction. 

Senator Martone. Unfortunately land limitation has been mixed up 
in a sort of political fanfare, that you are trying to help someone own 
more land than he ought to own. 

It takes on a color that it does not deserve, an importance that it 
does not deserve. 

Senator Anprerson. I had 1,760 acres in the Rio Grande Conser- 
vancy District. There was discussion of cutting it up, particularly 
from what is now the Farmers’ Home Administration. I offered them 
at any time if they would come and give me what I had in the land 
they could come and take it up and divide it any time they wanted to. 

[ have finally gotten down to 430 acres by the process ‘of attrition. 
It is not too effective, because under our community property law, 
I have a right to 320 acres I can divide between my wife and myself 
and each hold 160 acres. I have two married children so it would 
not take much ingenuity on my part to get that up to 960 acres. 

Senator Barrerr. It is unfair to refer to it as 160-acre limitation 
when, as a matter of fact, it really is a 320 acres limitation. 

Senator Anperson. It is in community property States. 

Senator Barrerr. I did not understand they made any distinction 
in that regard. 

Senator Anperson. I take it back. Mr. Nelson just corrected me 
and said the Secretary of the Interior has now ruled that it applies 
to all of them. There was a time when it only applied to the com- 
munity property States. 

Senator Barrerr. Mr. Bliss, I was a bit concerned with the fact 
that you did not proceed here from this $200,000 limitation to tell us 
just what your own ideas might be, how far that could be extended 
beyond that figure. 
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Mi. Burss. Senator, that was discussed by us and, incidentally, just 
ecell tly, a day or so ago in the President’s Cabinet Committee on 
W: ater Resources, they brought out the point that certainly between 
the several agencies there was no un: inimity. 

They see that the corps has a limit of $150,000 over which the Secre- 
tary, the Chief, can authorize projects, but they did not want it raised. 

I do not know, I feel that perhaps a limit of a million dollars might 
be good. Perhaps you would want to reduce it below that, but 1 
woul | like to see it fairly high. 

mator Barrerr. You think that the $200,000 is too low ? 

9 Buiss. I feel it is. 

Senator Barrerr. Is it your idea that if this legislation is enacted 
that the States in cooperating with the Bureau of Reclamation will 
be able to develop these projects very much more economically than 
they are at the present time? 

Mr. Briss. 1 am sure they will. IT know that the overhead costs 
“an be reduced. There are a good many reasons. The planning of 
sn | projects in many cases can cut corners within good engineering 
) rine iples and : to some extent raises “ oper: ition and maintenance 
cost. but still it can be reduced sharply from what the cost would be 
if the Bureau of Reclamation handled them. 

One ca the major items, as I see it, is investigational cost, when 
they are applied in the reclamation field to these small projects. The 

uvestigational costs are very, very high. 

In this one smal] project in New Mexico, the Vermejo project which 
you may recall, I don’t know the exact figure, but it approached half 
of the cost in investigation. 

Senator Warkins. That was a rather diflicult project to determine 
whether it would be built, or not. 

Senator ANDERSON. I just wish you would not bring that up. It 
vot vetoed once and I had an awful time getting it back in again. I 
do not know why you want to bring up unpleasant memories. 

What Mr. Bliss said is absolute ly true, but at the time the Reclama 
tion Bureau finished the things it was required to do by law, it had 
made unusual and extensive surveys that ran the investigation costs 
extremely high and the project only cost about a million and a half 
dollars. 

And yet they spent hundreds of thousands of dollars on investiga- 
tion, properly, [ am sure. But I am sure that Mr. Bliss’ office, his 
old office at least, could have made that investigation for a fraction 
if that because of familiarity with the country that they had. They 
did not have to investigate all the sites. They knew about where all 
the things needed to be put. 

| would like to ask you this question: I do not mean to cut Senator 
Barrett off, but is the $5 million limitation very clear to you in the 
bill? There are some people who think that the Secretary could offer 
one $5 million rehabilitation on the project and put another unit in for 
=> million, and another unit in for $5 million, so you could put $20 or 
=30 million in time in a single project. 

Mr. Butss. [understand they could have done that under the Miller 
bill as it passed the House last year. 

There is an amendment, I don’t know if it is in the bills before 1 
Which would cut that limitation out. 
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Senator WATKINS. You mean the Miller bill would have permitted 
several units ona project ¢ 

Mr. Buss. I think it said specifically “or units of a larger project.’ 

Senator Warkins. I would like to say in connection with this bill 
that was considered by the Senate committee and ey, by the 
members of the House and the Senate committees, that that bill was 
worked up So that we could eel it by in the last di: ays of the Senate. 

It is coming back to me that Is one of the reasons why we had been 
working on it. We thought if we could get rid of some of the objec- 
tions, we could get by without prolonged debate. 

That is one of the reasons why some of the changes were made. We 
thought probably that the objections were meritorious, and we ought 
to give some consideration. 

Senator Anperson. Do you think in the beginning we ought to have 
a bill that would permit expenditure of 320 million on a single project 
without reference to the regular laws ¢ 

That says the 
project shall inean any reclamation or undertaking or feature or unit of under 
taking having an estimated cost not to exceed $5,000,000. 


1 


They said, first, that was so that they could go into a going project 
- find a part of it that needed repair or rehabilitation, for instance, 

‘anals or something else, and could spend $5 million there even though 
it was not the entire project: it was a unit of it. 

Then we began hearing the story that they could take this thing 
by installments, and you can take a project and carve 4 units out and 
spe nd $5 million on each one. 

Actually, the limit was 820 — then, so that the Secretary of the 
Interior could have spent 340 or $50 million on a single project, which 
is not a small project, in our opinion. 

Do you believe it would be all right for the present, at least, to put 
an overall limitation that we could spend on any project at $5 million, 
under the terms of this bill? 

Mr. Briss. Asa practical matter, I do not believe you need to worry 
too much about it. [ cannot see any project—it would have to be a 
going project in the first place to select a $5 million part of it for con 
struction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, whatever it may be, and then 
when that is completed go on to another 

I think as a practical matter it is academic; I feel it is. 

Senator ANpEersOoN. If it is academic, then what is the objection, for 
the present, at least, in order to get the bill passed, to put language in 
so clear that somebody cannot get on the floor and say this is a hundred 
million dollar blank check, as they were prepared to do when we were 
trying to bring it up in the Senate the last time? 

We do not mean that. We mean $5 million in any one project. 

We are just wondering if, while we are trying to get this thing 
through, we should not eliminate one source of opposition by clearly 
defining we do not mean that he can take piece after piece after piece 
in the same project and spend $5 million on each one. 

Mr. Briss. I have no objection. 

Bill Welch pointed out to me that Representative Engle’s bill, H. R. 
104, on the same subject—he has defined it as any reclamation or ir 
rigation undertaking, or a self-contained unit of such undertaking. 
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Senator Anperson. That does not change it a bit. That is exactly 
what we have in this language which Senator Watkins put in. It said 
any undertaking or feature or unit of an undertaking. 

The fact it is a self-contained unit does not change the fact that it 
is a unit. 

What is the objection of saying that in no project can more than $5 
million be spent under the terms of this bill? 

It seems to me if it is going to be $20 million it ought to come in the 
reclamation bill. 

Senator Warkins. Could we not raise the $5 million to $i0 million 
and put the restriction in that you Just mentioned? IT think $5 million 
isa little bit low under present construction costs 

I think we should have it just a little higher, perhaps double that, 
and that would take care of more of these that really ought to be 
classed in small projects. 

I would be willing to vote for a limitation that would prohibit a 
group from bringing in 4 or 5 units and doing the thing you just 
mentioned. That is one of the objections I know that was in the 
minds of some of the Senators when they came on the floor after we 
worked on it. 

Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, if we would proceed under these 
bills here and the Secretary would start a $5 million project, there 
would be no reason why he could not come to the Congress with an 
extension if it cost another million dollars, or more than that. if he 
wanted. Is not that right ? 

Senator ANpEeRSON. I would think that is correct. It certainly 
has the general reclamation bill to fall back on at any time. 

Bur I do not think they can do it on this bill. He is going to have 
to come to Congress if it runs $5 million now. 

Senator Barrerr. Yes. I say to take care of the Senator’s point, 
however, it still would be the same situation so far as the extension is 
coneerned, would it not? There would be no limitation, as I can see 
that the Congress would not be limited. 

Senator Anperson. I think from a practical standpoint it is going 
to be much easier to pass this bill with a $5 million limitation than 
with aS10 million limitation. 

Senator Matonr. Would you leave the $200,000 limitation in ? 

Senator ANperson. I would be in favor of raising that to half 
million dollars. We can defend that on the floor. 

I think a million dollar limitation, Mr. Bliss, is pretty hard to 
defend on the floor. 

Senator Watkins. In view of the sentiment in Congress against 
giving the Secretary a blank check to go ahead on the project. 

Senator AnpErson. Are there any other questions of Mr. Bliss, or 
do you have any other statement, Mr. Bliss? 

Mr. Buss. May I comment on one more feature. One of the con 
cerns of our Small Projects Committee has been to keep the processing 
of small projects simplified and cut down the redtape as much as 
possible. 

One of the features of that, of course, is the review under the Flood 
Control Act. We would hope, Mr. Chairman, that the processing of 
small projects could be simplified as much as possible; that if projects 
in the State, for example, which do not involve additional water rights, 
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rehabilitation and hetterment projects, come up, that those things 
could be cleared at the State level and it would not be necessary to 
ena them into all of the Federal agen ies, whether t he *y were con 
cerned or not. 

Senator Anperson. Is the law not clear on that point ? 

Mr. Buss. As I understand the Senate, as Senator Watkins said. 
in their amendments in the Senate committee last year, they put in an 
amendment that would require a full flood control-review treatment. 

Senator Warkins. That is providing it is on an interstate stream. 

Mir. Burss. I don’t believe it said that. 

Senator Warkrins. As I remember, that is what it provided, 

Senator ANbERSON. Senator Cordon is the one that wanted that 
put In. 

Senator Warkins. That is right. 

Senator Anprerson. If we are not clear on that, Mr. Bliss, we will 
try to straighten that out. 

Will you find the language to which you now object, and suggest to 
us language that will clarify that? 

| do not believe any of us want to complicate it. We want it to be 
as fair as possible, but we ran up against Senator Cordon who had a 
vast knowledge of this law and flood-control law and suggested there 
were some complications on interstate streams. 

Senator Warkins. If the stream is wholly within the State, you do 
not have to submit it to other States. That is only in the event it is 
on an interstate stream or water that any State may be interested in is 
involved. That is why we would have run into objections. 

On the Colorado, for instance, and some of these other interstate 
streams, there may be a lot of objections that the States might want to 
raise to increasing the capacity to take out water and that sort of 
thing. 

Mr. Butss. In that regard I appreciate your statement. I will be 
here some of the time in the next week or so and Bill Welch will be 
here all the time, of course, and I am sure will be glad to work with 
the committee, the staff committee, trying to work out suitable lan- 
guage. 

Senator Anperson. I think that would be all right. We are not 
trying to complicate it; we were trying to simplify it. But we do 
run up agains! specific provisions of law. 

Now, when you start to re pel by indication, even the Flood Control] 
Act, the Public W orks Committee will say, “Send the bill back to us 
for further study,” and you have not passed it through the Congress. 
They just wonder why we are trying to take jurisdiction away from 
them when we are not. 

We did not mean to do it that way, but we think where the law is 
complicated we had better give them a crack at it under this law so 
it would not be complicated, 

Senator Martone. Could we have a short statement as to the reasons 
why this act is necessary to supplement the recreation law for the 
benefit of the committee, as well as for clarification 2 

We know the policy is long established that when money is advanced 
by the Government it is repaid and we turn the project over to the 
peo] le who paid for the project. 

Now, we are getting into power and other things and we think the 
same thing should app ly, some of us do, at least, and I think it is the 
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-ense of the committee now. You are coming in with a small-project 
proposal that puts 25 percent profit money in to start with and tith 
retained from the beginning. 

Give us just a couple of paragraphs on just why this thing is nece 
sry in your judgment. 

Mr. Buss. Senator, I think I did, to some extent. try to in my open 
ing statement. The need. as I see it, is to get the reclamation work 
hack to the people; to put it at the lowest possible governmental level, 
ind still get the work effectively done. 

That is the object of the small-project legislation. 

1 would admit it is somewhat revolutionary in permitting loeal 
people to do it. I think it is an excellent start toward the Pi vadent 
policy of putting the people to work rather than having it handed 
down from the Federal Government. 

I do not know that that answers your question. 

Senator Matone. There is a participation. It is 25 percent: is it / 

Mr. Buss. That is correct. 

Senator Matone. The title would remain in the people instead of 
vaiting until the project 1S paid for and then transferred to the pe ople. 
[s not that about the basic difference ? 

Mr. Buss. That is the essential difference. Even the projects le 
than $5 million, Senator, could vo through the regular reclamation 
procedure and undoubtedly some may. 

But it seems to me this gives an opportunity for the people to do 
the work themselves, and, as you say, with a substantial financial 
obligation, do their own work and maintain their own interest in 
the project. 

Senator MALONE. When there isa powerplant, we will Say, included 
ind the precedent has been set, it was set on Iloover Dam, to pay inter 
est on the money, on the commercial part of the project, when it is all 
repaid Congress still has to set a definite policy on what to do with 
those powerplants. 

There seems to be little argument but what if it is fully paid for, 
and paid for with interest especially, that it goes to the States where 
they are located when it is paid for. 

What is your idea on that? This one would keep the title even if 
vou built a powerplant. 

Mr. Buss. If you built a powerplant under the small-project legis 
lation, 1 cannot see that you could build much of a powerplant, but 
: vou could, it would st: iv with the local people and, of course, the 

ill provides that they would pay interest the same as under the Fed 
( a reclamation law. 

Senator Matone. On the commercial part of the project, but not 
interest on the reclamation or flood control part ? 

Mr. Briss. Well, on the reclamation part. On the flood control, 
iny flood-control benefits, national benefits, would presumably be 
written off. 

Senator Martone. But on the reclamation part there is no interest; 
on the commercial part there would be interest, but it is all owned 
from the beginning, that is the substantial difference in this bill. and 
then another substantial difference is that it allows the Secretary of 
the Interior latitude up to whatever amount that Congress may adopt 
to authorize the project without oOIng to Congress and then folng 
to the Appropriations Committee and getting the money. 
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Mr. Briss. Yes. 

Senator Matone. You think this is necessary to supplement the 
reclamation law / 

Mr. Briss. We feel it is a very desirable step, Senator. 

Senator Warkins. Is not the situation this: With 1 respect to the 
_ rence between this and the Federal project, in the small project. 

t project bill of this kind the title would, of course, originally be 
in aaa State or the people who are borrowing the money from the 
United States Government, there would be no transfer to the Govern- 
ment. They would borrow the money and pay off and they would 
ewn what they always owned. 

In the reclamation projects the operation and use of the project 
only is turned over to the water users and the title stays in the Govern 
ment to this day, as I understand it, even in practically the earl) 
project 

It was left to Congress to say if, after they paid for it, they got the 
title. 

As I recall, to date oT never has passed a law giving then 
title, although they paid for 1 

Mr. Butss. We have one in our State that was turned back. 

Senator Warkins. Maybe Congress passed the act giving you that, 
but I know on the act on the Provo River project, all we get is the 
permanent right to the use of it and also to the operation and mainte 
nance of the project, but we do not get any title by reason of the con 
tract. The disposition of the matter is le ft to C ongress. 

Senator Mavone. Mr. Chairman, we had a bill in last year on a 
project in our State. There has been an eathquake there and it may 
have changed conditions a little bit, but there has been no question 
in the mind of members of this committee for some time that when 
you have reached the point of repayment so that it could be taken 
over logically and completed, that the project be returned, and I am 
sure that there is a precedent for it. 

I think that we should continue that precedent on even the commer 
cial project when they are paid for with interest. That, of course, 
is up to Congress and the policy must be established. 

[ am merely bringing up the point that in this particular case 
three-fourths of the money furnished by the Government is without 
interest except that applied to the commercial part, that the title never 
is vested in the Government, it is vested in the people to start with so 
that when it is entirely repaid you just merely repay an obligation. 

Mr. Buss. That is right. 

Senator Martone. But in borrowing all of it under the regular law 
when you pay it it should go without question to the people in the area 
that paid the money. 

Senator Warkrns. I introduced a bill several Congresses ago fon 
that very purpose, but it did not get very far. 

Senator Mavonr. It had a lot of other things in it, too, as I remem- 
ber it. 

Senator Warkins. Yes; it took in interstate projects. I went the 
full distance. 

Senator Matonr. We have an interest in a project right in our 
State. It is not complicated. When it is prepaid, we just turn it 
over to them. 
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Senator WarkriNs. You have to have an entity to buy it and turn 
t over to. 

Senator Manone. You have two States to turn it over to in ow 
imc. 

Senator Warkrins. You can form an interstate group. 

Senator Matonr. Let us not discuss that now. It is time we just 

ade it plain in Congress, in my opinion, that that is where we are 
ieading. for the private ownership of these projects when the money 
- returned tothe Government under the plan adopted at the time. 

Senator ANperRsoN. Now, if we could have Mr. Whitacre, I am anx 
ous to get his statement. 

Mr. Briss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF ROY M. WHITACRE, SECRETARY-MANAGER, 
WALKER RIVER IRRIGATION DISTRICT, SECRETARY, SMALL 
PROJECTS COMMITTEE OF THE NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSO- 
CIATION, AND DIRECTOR OF THE NEVADA STATE RECLAMATION 


ASSOCIATION 

Senator ANprERsON, Will you state your name and your official cor 
ection. 

Senator Manone. I would like to introduce Mr. Roy Whitacre, 
vho is Imanager-secretary of one of the most Mnportant projects of 


ir State, the Walker River irrigation project 

Ile has been here some time. 

Senator Jackson. Before we proceed, Mr. Chairman, might I met 
n that [ think through some misunderstanding my name is on this 
Il. My mind is open on the bill. I do have some question about the 
failure to include a provision in the bill for preference in the sale of 
nN surplus powe r from the project. 

In addition there is no limitation on acreage restriction. 

[ merely want to say that for the record because my mind is oper 
ind | am most sympathetic with the problem that my good friend 
from Nevada presented in connection with the small irrigation pro} 
ect. 

I think through some misunderstanding miV name was on It. 

Senator Martone. Iam to blame for that. I made inquiry, I called 
nearly all of the names that are on here, the Senators ~ are On 
here, but I inquired about you and they said you were for 

Senator Anprrson. I said to Senator Malone I did not agree with 
everything that was in this bill. I liked the provisions in S. 164 
perhaps a little better, but we wanted to get his matter up for con 
sideration. 

I said. “You introduce the bill and then we will wrestle with it 

nd see what we come out with.” 

Senator Jackson. I mere ly want to make that brief statement, not 
in pre alien to the bill, but just to make the record clear that I have 
some reservations about it. I think through a misunderstanding my 
iame was included on the bill. 

When the bill is finally reported out, [ may want my name back 
on it again. 

Senator Maronr. We just did not want to leave you out of a good 
bill. 
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Senator ANpERSON. Proceed. Mr. Whitacre. 

Mr. Wurracre. I have a prepared statement which may be repeti- 
tious to some extent of the remarks made by Mr. Bliss. 

Senator Anperson. It will not be the first time that something has 
been repetitious in the Senate of the United States. 

Mr. Wuirracre. For over 5 years the small projects committee of 
the National Reclamation Association has proposed legislation to the 
Congress to provide for a partnership arrangement between small ir 
rigation districts and the Federal Government, whereby the develop 
ment of the western water resources could be had at the least cost and 
at the lowest possible governmental level. 

The present bill, S. HOD, the result of months of study and revie 
by the respective committees of Congress, the Department of the hh 
terior and the National Reclamation Association can accomplish that 
desired result. 

Following the failure of passage of similar legislation at the last 
session of Congress, however, it was thought advisable to secure addi 
tional information on certain questions that had been raised as to 
the extent and advisability of the program. 

a questions we re: 

The number of proj jects interested in the legisl ation: 

2. The number of acres of land involved; 

3 The cost of the program ; 

The purpose for which the funds would be used. 

rh an attempt to arrive at facts rather than conjecture, [ have cir 
cularized many of the small non-Federal irrigation districts in the 
West. asking for the above information. 

In addition to the results of my survey, I have had available the 
results of a study conducted in 1950 by the Bureau of Reclamation 
entitled “Small Projects Inventory,” interim summary report on 
small projects. Although both surveys were admittedly incomplete. 
the conclusions reached for the 17 W estern States were: 

There are over 450 small districts covering 1,300,000 acres of land 
who could and probably would apply for loans under the act, over a 
period of years. The estimate ef the costs by the bureau was $176 
million. However, if the estimate is correct, and we feel that it is. 
the provisions of the bill that require a 25-percent contribution on the 
part of the applicant would reduce the total loan capital required to 
about $132 million. 

Although determination was made by the Bureau that one-half of 
the works would be rehabilitation and betterment and one-half for 
new lands, samples of returns made to the small projects committee. 
indicate that in only a few instances would the money be used for new 
development and in only two States was it indicated that new lands 
would be brought into production as a result of loans from this 
source. 

Senator Anperson. Would you mind identifying those two States? 

Mr. Wurracre. North Dakota and Texas. 

Basically, the purpose it would accomplish would be to conserve and 
protect the districts and waters, established over the past many years 
and not to add materially to the acres already in cultivation. 

Apparently from the record of the action had last year, the mat- 
ters considered under the measure, have with a few exceptions, been 
agreed upon by both the committees of the Senate and House as being 
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proper and desirable legislation. It is on these controversial pr 
vi ra I would like to comment. 

Shall the loans be authorized by the Congress or by the Secretary 
of rr Interior ¢ 

At the last session of Congress, the House passed and delivered to 
this committee H. R. 5301, which, among other things, provided foi 
loans to non-Federal districts, of not more than $5 million on the au 
thor ity of the Secretary of the Interior. This section was amended 
DY this committee to limit secretarial authorization to S2Z00.000 and to 
require congressioni il authorization for any app plication for a loan 
excess of that amount. 

In the study made by the Bureau of Reclamation in 1950, as set 
out above, i was estimated on an incomplete basis that there were 
excess of 439 projects in the West who would come within the small 
projects ¢ stages and who would, if legislation of this type prevailed, 
eventually apply for a loan. 

The committee felt that the consideration of this great numbe 
of requests for separate legislation would unduly burden the mem 
bers and committees of Congress, particularly in view of the fact 
that the bill provides that before any loan could be authorized, the 
Secretary must submit the matter to the respective Interior commit 
tees for comments. Obviously, if the comment was negative the 
Secretary would deny the application. 

Senator Anprerson. May | stop you there and ask if you feel there 
should be a difference in the amount of study that it would be given 
when it was submitted to the committee for comment and when it 
might be submitted for approval. Should they go to the committees 
in the same degree under either process / 

Mr. Wurracrr. Perhaps they should. If they are turned down 
by the Interior in advance, it would save initial review on the part 
of the committees and the procedure for introduction of bills and 
the incidental travel people like myself and others here who come 
back to impress upon our representatives the need for our respective 
districts. 

Senator Warkrins. The investigation in either case should be a 
genuine investigation so that Congress would not simply be giving 
a kind of curbstone opinion. 

Usually when a policy is once established if a bill of that kind 
came before the Congress, it usually passed on the consent calendar, 
you would not have any difficulty unless someone found an objection 
to it and that usually can be removed unless it is a valid objection. 

[ do not like to see us build up a practice here of having com 
mittees doing the final consent or rejection on projects of this kind, 
or any other kind, for that matter. We would soon have it so that 
the committees would be acting instead of the Senate or the House. 

We have it already in one field now on this matter of contracting 
on Federal buildings. 

Mr. Wuiracre. You have in the Bureau of Reclam: ition, too. sec 
retarial authorization for the Bureau of Reclamation projects. 

Senator Warktns. We used to have, then the Members of the 
Congress felt it had been abused so the House wrote a provision in 
an appropriation bill stating that no more could be authorized what 
soever, without the approv al of the C ongress. 
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Mr. Warracre. Your rehabilitation and betterment program of 
the Bureau of Reclamation is still on secretarial authorization subject 
to review by the committees of Congress. 

Senator Warkins. I am thinking of the provision in the appro- 
priation bill. 

Senator Jackson. | think Senator Watkins is right. I think the 
Secretary of the Interior has hesitated to use his authority to make 
a finding of feasibility which in effect is tantamount to authorization. 

The Secretary by administrative decision has at least limited that 
authority to smal] projects. That is my understanding, that that is 
the case. 

The Appropriations Committee has indicated they will not approve 
funds for larger projects unless there is a specific authorization. 

Senator Warkins. That is what I had reference to. 

Senator Anperson, Proceed. I just merely wanted to raise the 
question. 

Senator W ATKINS. We may have some difficulty getting the bill 
passed by Congress if you give the Secretary the unlimited power to 
approve up to 85 million. That is what I am thinking about. 

1 would not object to letting him do that, but I do not like it to 
come back to the committee and building up the practice of letting 
the committee take the function of the House, just the one committee 
doing the job. 

Just to come back here at all should be for the action of the Senate 
and not one of the committees. The committee is only the agent of 
the Senate, after all. 

Senator Anperson. I think Senator Watkins has given you a warn- 
ing that ought to be given to you. It is going to be mighty hard to 
pass a bill that says the Secretary of the Interior shall approve a 
project up to $d million without s: iving a word to the Congress of the 
United States. 

Maybe that is wrong, but nonetheless, Congress is a little jealous of 
its prerogatives and I think it is going to reserve its rights to take a 
look at this. 

I think you are going to fly in the face of a lot of opposition that you 
do not need to have if you go the other way. 

Mr. Wurracre. The second controversial matter was, Shall re- 
view by the States in the a“ basin in which the project is located 
under subsection C, section 1, of the Flood Control Act of 1944, be 
required ¢ 

This provision is not included in the present bill, but review is 
limited to the State or States in which the project is located. 

So far as we are able to determine from our own surveys and investi- 
gations, nearly all the contemplated applications for loans will be for 
rehabilitation, betterment, and enlargement of existing irrigation 
projects and most of this work will be to improve and enlarge distribu- 
tion systems. 

The water and water rights have been established through court 
decree or compacts and no new rights are contemplated. 

The primary purpose being to make the most complete use of the 
water available on land already under irrigation. 

To require a smal] project in Wyoming or Montana which desired to 
improve its distribution system to first secure the comments of all the 
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States in the Missouri Basin, would nullify in most instances the 
intent of the act, to provide assistance with a minimum of redtape 
and delay. 

The same condition prevails on any project located on the Colorado 
River drainage system. Obviously, no structure or works costing less 
than $5 million can impair the rights of other States on these inter- 
state systems. 

Senator AnpERSON. Do you really believe that now ? 

Mr. Wurracre. I believe it. 

Senator Warkins. You could not do much on the Colorado getting 
water out for $5 million. 

Senator ANpERSON. I am thinking of the situation we have now on 
the Pecos River in eastern New Mexico, where you might like to have 
some improvement, but the people who might get the water in Texas 
n —— have some thoughts on the subject. If you enlarge an existing 

roject in New Mexico, do you not automatically reduce the amount 
0 f water that flows across the State line? 

Mr. Wuiracre. I assume you already have your water rights estab- 
lished before you would construct your additional facilities for 
storage. 

Senator ANDERSON. We have our water rights established. but as is 
so frequently the case, the lower basin States succeed in putting in a 
project, the fact there is that we are a residuary legatee. 

After we have delivered enough to the lower basin States, then t! 
upper basin States can start to use it. 

I just don’t think a $5 million project can be taken so casually a 
that because it is stilla pretty fair-sized project. 

Maybe we ought to short circuit it in some way so they cannot take 
all the time on the project that they have had, but I believe a warning 
ought to be given to them if it is on an interstate stream. 

Furthermore, I think you are going to run up against difliculty in 
inferentially re pealing th: it Flood Control Act. 

As I said, I think the purpose of the Senators who are here, who are 
on the committee, and who are visitors here today, is to try to make 
your bill go th rough with speed. If you are able to come in with a 
limitation which may be undesirable, is not too serious, but makes 
somebody else feel good, you can feel a little more secure. 

It sometimes helps a bill to pass on the consent calendar. 

Senator Warkrns. I will give you an example of a project where 
there was a small amount of water that came in the basin area from 
another State, the Weber Basin project in Utah. As I remember, it 
was Wyoming or Colorado waived the right, said the water was so 
small, 

Senator AnpDerson. If you had a fight on the floor you might have 
had trouble on the bill. 

Senator Watkins. We anticipated what we might meet there, so we 
went to them beforehand and had that all arranged before we intro 
duced the bill. 

Senator ANprerson. As I remember, it was Senator Cordon who sé 
strongly insisted that you get in trouble if you start to repeal by 
implications the prov isions of the Flood Control Act. 

Mr. Wuiracre.. The third condition is, Shall the acreage-limitation 
provisions of the Federal Reclamation Act apply ? 
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Were there any indication that large new areas of reclamation, 
containing new lands or new sources of water we would have no 
complaint against the application of the acreage-limitation provisions. 
However, most of these applicants will be from areas on which an 
agricultural economy already exists. Many of these districts have 
histories of from 50 to LOO years. 

Actually, in my own district, the water rights date back as far as 
1859, and any water to be developed or works planned to be constructed 
under the present proposal would be supplementary in nature and 
designed to firm up and make more stable a supply that has existed 
for many years 

A large portion of the land is already held in ownership falling 
within the limitation requirements. Of the 491 landowners im the 
Walker River Irrigation District, 450 of them have holdings of less 
than 520 acres per family. Of the 80,000 acres of water-right land, 
68,000 acres, or 85 percent, fall within this category. To bar the 
project from the benefits of the act unless and until the 15 percent agree 
to break up their holdings, would hardly be a justifiable procedure 

I would like to add that the principles as set out in S. 405 have re- 
eived the endorsement ot all the States in the West as copies of reso- 
lutions addressed to the Members of Congress from your respective 
States testify. 

The National Reclamation Association at its 1954 meeting in oe - 
on by resolution, again endorsed the bill as here written and I : 

» that m: iny members of this committee have been urged by tabs 
constituents to support the bill. 

As a representative of the Nevada Reclamation Association, the 
small projects committee of the National Reclamation Association, 
and the Walker River Irrigation District, [ would like to add my en- 
dorsement of the principles set out in S. 405 and urge serious and favor- 
able consideration for its passage in the form and in the manner it is 
how before Vou. 

[ would like to add that as a result of the survey and in view of the 
questions asked Mr. Bliss in relation to the size of the projects and 
the requests for funds, out of 118 that personally answered the ques- 
tionnaires that we sent out, there were only 3 in which the indication 
was that they would require more than $5 million for their project. 

Senator Anperson. How much more would they have required, do 
you recall # 

Mr. Wurracre. There is one in Texas wanted $8 million. 

There was a multipurpose project that wanted for 3 separate dis- 
tricts $13.500,000, which was not broken down, but the overall would 
not be better than an average of $5 million. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Whitacre, that is a good state- 
ment. I recognize that you are very seriously working to he ‘Ip out the 
West in this matter. 

Senator O’Manonry. Mr. Chairman, I have read this bill for the 
first time this morning while the witness was testifying. Several 
questions are suggested to me which I assume the witness will be ready 
to answer. 

I observed that you have undertaken to limit the projects which are 
available for the benefits of this act to those having an estimated cost 
ot not to exceed $5 million. 
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Experience teaches us that estimated costs are very uncertain. I 
lave seen project after project estimated at X dollars and appropria 
tions come in eventually for two or three times the estimated cost. 
Ky very reclamation project for which appropriation is made annually 
is like ly to exceed consider: ibly the original estimated cost 

Have you taken into consideration the desir: ibility of refining a 
small project by acre, rather than by the variable dollar / 

Senator O’Manonry. I think the original bills defined it by acres 
but we run into the same matter in that connection that we do in 
acreage limitation that 160 acres in Arizona or southern California are 
materially different than 160 acres in Wyoming or Nevada. I am not 
thinking of the acreage that would be allotted to a settler, but the 
otal acreage of a project. We are speaking of small projects now. 

Would it not be better to determine by size What we call a small 
project 4 

Now, you have studied them. There may be good reasons for not 
doing it. 

Mr. Wurracre. I think the economic production of the projects 
themselves will control the amount of expenditure you can make that 
will make it feasible. They vary directly in proportion to the pro 
ductivity. 

Senator O’Manoney. That is a matter of estimation until you get 
the water on the land the production working. 

Mr. Wurracre. You have the history of similar areas on which t 
base your conclusions. I know that $20 hay in our country is not as 
valu: ib le as tomato pl wnts—— 

Senator O’Manoney. You have a limitation of 85d million dollars 
n there. Suppose the contract should be all drawn up and approved 
by the Secretary and this language changed which authorizes the 
Secretary to start the thing without the approval of Congress; sup 
pose that is all done and it turns out that the actual final cost, includ 
ing the loan and the grant, will be $5,500,000. 

Where are you? You have to come back to Congress for more 
money, do you not ? 

Mr. Wurracre. I do not think so. The requirement is that the 
applicant submit a feasibility report based on private engineering or 
whatever engineering source he wants and file the application and 
advance 25 percent of the total construtcion cost. 

Senator O’Manonery. Estimate, is it not? 

Mr. Wurracrr. They are responsible for the repayment of the 
money to the Federal Government if they are in error. 

Senator O’Manoney. Evidently I do not make myself clear to you. 

Senator Jackson. Let me say that I concur in what Senator 
’Mahoney has pointed out. I served on the House Appropriations 
(‘ommittee and to ever find an authorized preject that came close to 

e figure that we had to appropriate is something that I never had 
the experience of seeing during the time I was on the Interior Appro 
priations Committee. 

In other words, the project will be authorized for $10 million, or 
$5 million, and we appropriate the funds and we find that it takes 
another $10 million for a $5 million project. 

Construction costs have gone up, inflation is on. The variable dol 

ir that Senator O’Mahoney has pointed out is one of the real head 
iches when you try to follow a formula. 
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Senator O'Manoney. That is not only true in this case, but the pro 
vision of the bill before us is a direct limitation. 

On page 2, beginning in line 12, you have the definition of a proj 
ect. When you have written the definition into the project, vou hay 
set the metes and bounds to a project. 

Congress cannot go ahead of it. So you say here, the term “project” 
shall mean, one, any reclamation or irrigation undertaking or fea 
ture or unit of an undertaking including identical features thereof, 
having an estimated cost of not to exceed S&S) million. 

When you put the words “not to exceed $5 million there, you put 
a definite and absolute limitation upon that unless you mean to say 
by this language that the use of the words “estimated cost” opel 
door which will take this bevond $5 million whenever you want to 
beyond $5 million. and that is not what Is meant. 

Mr. Wurracre. That is not the intent; that is right. 

Senator O’Manoney. So in the definition of project it seems to ne 
this bill contains an uncertain provision which can change from veal 
to vear. 

Now, we have just passed the Formosan resolution. There is 
treaty with Formosa about to be considered. It may lead to war. 
Many Members of the Senate are fearful that it will. 

If it does, it will lead to inflation. Now, I think small projects ar 
highly desirable, but it occurs to me that we will get much further and 
much faster if we define small projects in terms of acreage. 

Senator Warkins. Senator, have you ever thought that through t« 
see what that would mean? This isa program for rehabilitation, for 
supplemental water. You may have a project for 50,000 acres 

Senator O’Manon! y. That ought to be spelled out. It is not spelled 
out here. 

Senator Warkins. If you put a limit on acreage it could run inte 
many millions. 

Senator O’Maroney. You can divide the rehabilitation project 
from new project by a very simple clause. 

Senator Warkins. For instance, on one project. you may have 
75,000 acreage in there and the rehabilitation would not come to $5 
million. 

Senator O’Manoney. That is not only true in this case, but the pro 
would cost more than $5 million, but might come within the $5 million. 
So on your acreage where you are providing supplemental water or 
supplemental help your acreage is not very realistic. 

Senator O’Manoney. I think that can be simp ly handled so that it 
will not affect the point I am raising here. There is no doubt that 
the definition of a project here does not include rehabilitation. 

Senator Warkrins. That is a matter of definition, wording that si 
as to make it clear to the Congress when we say $5 million we mean 
$5 million and not $15 million or $20 million. 

If they thought we meant that, then we would be in trouble imme- 
diately. 

Senator O’Manonry. Not only is this true that you have an ex 
pressed limitation to the estimated cost of $5 million, but in section 
t (c) you have the provision which requires the Secretary and the 
governor of a State in which the project is located to make a finding 
that the project is financially feasible. 
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Now. the rule by which that finding will be made does not seem to 
be set out here. There seems to be a contradiction in terms in the very 
first sentence: 

If the project is found by the Secretary and the governor of a State in which 

is located (or appropriate State agency designated by him) 


he “him” undoubtedly refers to the governor— 


to be financially feasible and upon the determination by the Secretary that the 
equested project constitutes a reasonable risk— 

Now, what are we talking about, financial feasibility or reasonable 
risk ¢ 

Mr. Wurracrr. Aren't they the same thing ? 

Senator O’Manonry. Are they the same thing? 

Mr. Witrracre. That is the intent. 

Senator O’Manonry. I do not think you could convince Congress 
hey are the same thing. You might call it caleulated risk and get 
iway with it. 

Senator Gotpwater. I do not think you need to put reasonable risk 
n there. I think financial feasibility would spe 1] out the meaning. 

Senator Warkins. Why cannot we make this absolutely clear th: ut 
ince this is a loan just simply say flatly this is how much we will lend 
vou and it is up to you to spend the rest of the money outside of the 
fund you get elsewhere / 

Senator O’Mauonery. I am glad you raise that question. I was 
coing to raise it. 

I see no provision in here defining how much shall be the loan and 
how much shall be the grant. This provides a fixed 25-percent con- 
tribution by the applic ant of his estimated cost not to exceed $5 million, 
so that it is 25 percent of $5 million that the applicant makes. 

But the Secretary ap parently has the right to make a loan and to 
make a grant. Nowhere in this bill do I find any definition of how 
much the loan shall be, what proportion it shall be, nor what the 
grant will be. 

Senator Warkins. There is an attempt in here, as I recall, to define 
that field, how much is to be granted. It refers back to reclamation 
leuws. 

Senator AnpreRsOoN. May I explain, Senator O’Mahoney, that this 
hearing this morning was not for the purpose of trying to rush . bill 
through the committee and re port it. There were two peop le here 
who were going to be away and wanted to testify. 

We thought if we could get their testimony at this time we would 
© able to subsequently five the De spartine ht amp le notice and let the 
Department come in and give its testimony, give the members a chance 
to hear it and ask questions. 

[ am not trying to stop you from raising questions. [I think there 
is very pertinent ones that would have influenced decision on the 
floor of Congress had the bill ever come down for final consideratio 
Phat there is need to have some specificities is quite apparent, 

[ merely say that Mr. Whitere and Mr. Bliss wanted to appear and 
present their reasons for feeling something should be done in this 
field, after which we will have the Department present their testimony. 

Go right ahead. Iam not trying to stop you. 

Senator O’Manoney. I was about to say that on page 7 of S. 405, 
n section 5 (b) in line 10, we find reference to what would be properly 
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allocable to nonreimbursable functions, but I do not find anything to 
determine what standards will guide the Secretary of the official who 
has the authority of making the allocation. 

What is to be properly allocable / 

Senator Warkrns. It is under the provisions of the law applicable 
to such projects and that would be the reclamation law. 

Senator O’Manonry. Of course, Congress amended the reclamation 
law when it undertook to provide for multiple- purpose projects. 

There has always been a battle about the allocation. My recollec- 
tion is that that has not been clearly defined as yet. Some criticism 
of the multiple-purpose projects has been based upon the charge that 
undue amounts ae allocated to reclamation, for example, or wildlife, 
or What have you. 

Having in mind the fact that this committee will have before it : 
very important upper Colorado River project in which all of ieee 
questions will be raised 

Senator Warkrns. It was not in the program as it is at present. 
They are not asking for those benefits. 

Senator O’Manoney. These things will be raised. We have seen 
the argument. We have to be clear in any other legislation, it seems 
to me, so that we will not be faced with such debates in the future. 

Then in the next subsection, beginning in line 13: 

A plan of repayment by the organization of the sums lent to it in not more than 
50 years from the date when the principal benefits of the project first became 
available. 

Now, what are the principal benefits of the project? Are you going 
to be sure from this language that the actual date of the beginning 
of repayments is fixed until you find out how you determine what the 
principal benefits are? 

Senator Warkrins. It should be the authority of the Secretary to 
make that determination. 

Senator O’Manoney. I think something of that kind has to be done. 

Senator Warkrns. It is not in some of these laws, but when you get 
to a repayment contract it is pretty well worked out there. 

Senator O’Manoney. It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that if this 
committee is going to get at a workable small projects bill, and it 
ought to—I think the small projects are highly desirable—we have 
to do it so carefully that serious questions such as those I have sug- 
gested this morning canot be raised by a first reading of the bill. 

Senator ANprrson. I agree fully with the Senator from W yoming. 
I tried to explain that because Mr. Whitacre was here we wanted to 
accommodate him and give him a chance to testify because he has 
worked on this a great deal. He is stanchly devoted to this and | 
think properly so, as you have indicated. 

We wanted to have his testimony in here before we gave it further 
consideration. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, I am sympathetic to any kind of 
progr am to try to provide assistance for the small projects. 

I do think that when we talk about small projects we possibly should 
consider limiting these small projects to those areas where you do not 
trespass into the area of flood control, navigation, and power business 
where you are going to be selling surplus power and so on. 

Otherwise it will mean that the committee will have to amend sec- 
tion 5 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, you are going to get into 
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this whole question of basin and river development where there may 
be a lot of conflicts. 

It seems to me that there is a vast area where we can provide assist 
ance for supplemental water in small projects that do not trespass 
on the water rights of other States and other areas, we do not get into 
flood-control problems and all these features that involve basic or 
ganic law that has been passed, that has been well established for a 
long period of time. _ 

I merely throw that in as a suggestion. 

I do think if we can narrow the area that we are going to provide 
assistance to small projects, we may avoid a lot of opposition that we 
would otherwise encounter. 

Senator ANnpErsON. I agree with that. I was wondering if the 
committee would permit me, after Mr. Whitacre has finished, to take 
one of the witnesses here from Hemet, Calif., in order that he might 
have a chance to testify. 

Mr. Wurracre. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Anperson. Thank vou. We appreciate the fact that you 
have been patient in our attempt to arrange this hearing. 


STATEMENT OF DOYLE F. BOEN, GENERAL MANAGER-CHIEF ENGI- 
NEER, EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY, HEMET, CALIF. 


Mr. Born. Mr. Chairman, I have reproduced the statement itself. 
I have copies for each member, if you care to have them. 

With your permission, I would like to breeze through this rather 
than go into details. 

The Eastern Municipal Water District comprises 125,000 acres, of 
which 110,000 acres is farmland graded from good to excellent. This 
area is divided geographically into four valleys lying within the San 
Jacinto River Basin. 

I would like to digress and state that my point in showing that is 
that ordinarily this district might well be maybe four individual 
entities, but since it was formed for a specific purpose, to avoid dupli 
cation the area encompassed a larger area, having in mind that 
financial responsibilities could be localized by improvement districts 
and economy could be gained by having a larger entity to administer 
them. 

Senator O’Manonry. Could I ask you, sir, at this point, because 
it is altogether appropriate, where does the San Jacinto River rise / 

Mr. Born. In the San Jacinto Mountains, in the middle portion of 
Riverside County. It is a local river. It is a dry watershed except 
for being an alluvial cone and except for flood periods. 

Senator O’Manonry. It is within the boundary of the State of 
California ¢ 

Mr. Born. That is correct ; it is all within one county. 

Senator O’Manonry. Of what river or body of water is it a 
tributary ? 

Mr. Born. The Santa Ana River is the major river, and that is in 
two counties. It goes into the Pacific Ocean within the same State. 

Senator O’Manonry. I note that approximately two-thirds of the 
land in your district is under irrigation now. 

Mr. Boren. Yes. 
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Senator O’Manoney. I take it that it is privately owned 4 

Mr. Borex. That is right. 

Senator O’Manoney. Is there any Federal public land in the 
district ¢ ; 

Mr. Boren. I was going to add with the exception of Indian reser- 
vations, but they are adjacent to the district. 

Senator OManoney. Thank you. 

Mr, Boren. It contains 3 incorporated cities and several unin 
corporated communities, and has a total population of about 30,000 
people, sup yported almost wholly by agriculture, with a total annual 
crop income of $30 million, ine luding livestock and poultry. 

Approximately two-thirds of this land is under irrigation or has 
a recent rotation irrigation history and is now suffering severely from 
a prolonged overdraft on the loc al ground water, which accounts for 
SU percent of the local water production. 

Like many western agricultural areas, the depletion of ground 
water supply is restricting the acreage of irrigated agriculture and 
rapidly threatening severe economic losses. 

The eastern district, being a member of the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California, in March 1952 voted general obliga- 
tion bonds in the amount of $4,300,000 for the purpose of constructing 
main supply lines and pumping facilities which would make supple- 
mental water supply from the Metropolitan Water District Aqueduct 
available to all areas of the district to the nearest 4 or 5 miles. 

As of this date this major supply system is more than 80 percent 
complete and in operation. 

The second major phase in making possible the beneficial use of 
this supplemental water is the construction of distribution lines from 
the major supply system to the various portions of the district, and 
finally to the individual farms. 

Some areas, over the years, have been developed and irrigated by 
means of surface-distribution systems. Other areas were developed 
by farmer-owned wells without community service distribution 
systems. 

It was originally planned, when our district was organized in 1950, 
that. some small existing distribution agencies could be expanded to 
perform a large part of the ultimate water distribution and in areas 
where this was not possible the Eastern Municipal Water District 
would form improvement districts to finance the installation of dis- 
tribution systems through the sale of bonds. 

Four such small areas have partially solved their problems by the 
formation of improvement districts and the sale of over $1 million in 
bonds. 

However, experience has now shown that. the assessed valuation of 
farmlands does not permit the sale of bonds in such amounts as are 
required for these undertakings. 

We have also found that small existing water companies are not able 
to secure credit for any substantial expansion. However, it can be 
readily shown that the undertakings are economically feasible and can 

casily repay the investments under favorable financi ing. 

Although our district has now obligated all of its reasonable bond- 
ing capaci ity for these purpose Ss, our resources by these means cannot 
complete the job of getting a supplemental supply of water to all of 
the individual farms. To distribute supplemental water where 
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that design and construction can be competently and adequately done 
at. the local level, provided assistance in financing is available. 

I am submitting for the record a summary of the district’s con 
struction costs, prepared by independent auditors, substantiating my 
previous statement. 

Mr. Chairman, this audit report that I am submitting shows the 
breakdown of all the work completed to date and excludes the par- 
tially concluded work so that the figures are complete. 

I have not a the detailed and an engineering interpretation of 
these works, but a summary statement by the auditor and 
I give the closing paragraph of his statement : 





In our opinion, the accompanying schedules present fairly the total district 
construction cost and the relating engineering costs allocated thereto for the 
3-year period July 1, 1951, to June 30, 1954. 

Senator O’Manoney. The report will be received and filed for 
information, but will not be part of any printed record. 

Mr. Born. Thank you. 

(The report referred to was filed for the information of the 
committee. ) 

Mr. Born. Through intimate acquaintance with water districts in 
our general area, and discussions with officials of these districts, I 
can authoritatively state that their requirements for assistance in 
financing water works facilities, especially distribution lines, are 
closely related to our needs. 

Officials of the Palo Verde Irrigation District, the Coachella Valley 
County Water District, the Western Municipal Water District, and 
the Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District have authorized me to 
say to you at this hearing that this small projects legislation, if 
enacted into law, would be important in assisting them to build seri- 
ously needed additions to their water works systems which they can- 
not otherwise finance. 

In discussing these matters at small projects meetings of Irrigation 
Association conferences and National Reclamation Association meet- 
ings, the story is always the same, as evidenced by repeated resolutions 
from these organizations the most recent of which have asked the 
enactment into law of legislation essentially the same in principle as 
H. R. 5301, as passed by the House at the 83d C ongress. 

Mr. Chairman, my recent experience has been in the financing of 
construction of this project that we have undertaken which is in effect 
a series of water districts bound together under one entity. 

In my presentation I had in mind more to take advantage of my 
firsthand experience with this. I have personally prepared for my 
district the proceedings for 5 bond issues ranging from $4,300,000 
for major supply systems, and for small issues the maximum of which 
was $550,000, and have prepared the brochures for the sale of bonds. 

I have consulted with bond houses, the bond buyers being national 
firms, and I know from our experience what you can sell bonds for, 
what securities you must have at least in our area, and the thing that 
has been important to us is that in selling bonds for proposed water- 
works you are restricted by the assessed v: aluation and the statistics of 
your existing improveme nts. 

Very little account is taken of the proposed development because 
these bonds are generally sold—maybe the actual sale occurs in Nevada 
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or California and the ultimate buyer of these bonds may be in New 
a rk. 

They are strictly on a statistics basis. That makes it very difficult 
to se I] some me on the fact that when you get throug! 1 with a deve lop 
ment or a project, or whether it be a new project, or whether it be re- 
lieving an area that has been depreciated by a depletion of water, 
where the valuation has maybe partially reverted to nonirrigated 
lands which pre ‘viously was irrigated land, the bond buyers look at it 
strictly from the sta ndpoint of what is the assessed valuation. 

Our district has in our opinion followed the partnership in Gov- 
ernment in that we have taken the initiative in all these areas, three 
incorporated cities and these unincorporated communities all sharing 
like to support the agricultural lands which in turn support them. 

We have bonded ourselves in some areas as high as up to 100 percent 
of our assessed valuation. Accordingly, we paid some high interest 
rates. 

Senator O’Manonry. What is the present bonded debt of thi 
district ? 

Mr. Boren. For our water system alone, over the entire district, we 
have approximately $6 million for general obligation. 

In local areas where we have had improvement districts we have 
eo top of that, varying from 50 to 100 percent ad lition: fl [ must 

ack up: the $6 million overlap ping del tis on a $30 million total v: 

— When we say $30 million, that is all improvements, residenti ik 
all Improvements on the land, as well as the land 

So we have ove tlapping debt over the entire district of approxi 
mately 30 percent. 

In improvement districts where we have partially solved our prob 
lems, then we have as much as over 100 percent. 

Senator O’Manonry. Does the State law turn out to be an impedi 
ment in the sale of bonds? 

Mr. Born. No, sir; we have not found the State law to be an im 
pediment. We find that the sale of our bonds are governed strictly 
~ the market. 

Senator Barretr. Are these improvement districts separate enti- 
ties so that they can float bond issues? 

Mr. Born. An improvement district in a municipal water district. 

Incidentally our municipal water district in the State of California 
is somewhat misunderstood. All of these municipal water districts 
that I mention have the same authority and responsibility as a county 
water district. Their major purpose is supplemental water to irriga- 
tion and any domestic and municipal use 1s incidental. 

Under those forms of districts the parent district to form a pro- 
ceeding may form an improvement district anywhere in the area 
where an improvement is needed that does not benefit the whole of 
the district and those improvements and the accompanying bond obli 
gations are an obligation solely wthin the boundaries of the improve- 
ment district. 

Senator Barrett. You contend that the improvement districts will 
be authorized, then, to come in under this bill if it is enacted and 
borrow money ? 

Mr. Born. In order to clarify that, our particular district has taken 
the lead to write what some people think is unnecess: iry language in 
our act. It is being handled by the State legislature at this time, to 
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incorporate the same laneuage as was in the county water district act. 
I . * 
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Barretr. So a good number of improvement districts 
within the Eastern Municipal District would be able to come to the 
f the Interior and apply for a grant and for a loan under 


Mr. Born. Yes: on behalf of the facilities, the staff of the parent 
district. That avoids each one of these little areas maintaining a 
parate le a unsel, eparate engineering staff, and separate board, 
Senator O’Mantonry. They would be distinct so far as the applica- 
ie Secretary is concerned and as far as the obligation and 


Senator O’Manoney. I have one other question I would like to 
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Senator O'Manoney. If the $5 million is the veneer of your debt, 


Mr. Born. It would be five in every case. I cite a 16,000-acre 
nproy nent district that we ust had autl orized and completed a 
if for this la fall. Inthat area we had three water devel pments 
i onsolidated. The asset were turned over to the district. 
Senator O’Mare NEY. Does the auditor’s report eive the total in- 


: . 
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Mr. Born. Yes, it does, for the overall district. 


Senator O’Manonery. But not for individual cases? 

Mr. Born. No. My auditor report here I brought to show the 
ibility of local government to do construction at low administrative 
cost. 

Senator Barrerr. Would you mind pursuing the matter of the 
i60-acre limitation further? How would you suggest that that be 
handled so that these 3 percent of the landowners that own 21 percent 
of the area could qualify for supplemental water? 
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given that where local agencies, through their own wealth and re- 
sources for obtaining credit, carry a project through to their maximum 
limit and then look for assistance by an additional loan it would be 
difficult to restrict them in our ease by restricting the acreage. 

In many cases we would have a larger area needing a smaller loan 
than maybe an adjacent smaller project Nesloeting of the degree of the 
existing waterworks facilities a serving the area. 

[ believe that is all I have to say. 

Senator O’Manoney. Is there any other witness? 

Mr. ‘6 en. I thank you very much for the opportunity of being here 
and I shall pre pare » that additional report, 

Senator O’Manoney. Please do. 

Is there another witness who wants to be heard ? 


} ] 1 } ’ 1° a 
1 understood there was another member of this group. 


STATEMENT OF FLOYD C. BONGE, MEMBER OF BOARD OF DIREC- 
TORS, EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY, CALIF. 


Mr. Bonar. I am a member of the board of directors of the Eastern 
Municipal Water District. 

Senator O’Manoney. Do you have a statement ? 

Mr. Boner. I don’t think I can add anything much to what Mr. 
Boen has said. 

Senator O’Manonry. Well, the committee is very grateful to you 
both. 

Mr. Born. Mr. Chairman, may I state one further point ? 

I have a pre pared statement from Mr. Howard Stode lard, of the 
Central Valley in California. Mr. Stoddard has appeared before the 
Small Project Committee in recent years and I would like to enter it 
in the record. 

ITe sent it in the mail and asked that I do so, if I am permitted. 

Senator O’Manoney. It will be received. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Howarp SToppARD, CONSULTING ENGINEER OF Los BANOs, CALIF. 


I am Howard Stoddard, a civil engineer, partner in the firm of Stoddard & 
Karrer, civil engineers, with offices in Los Banos and Fresno, Calif. I graduated 
from the University of California in 1936 with a degree of bachelor of science in 
civil engineering. I have been a registered civil engineer in California since 
1942. I am a member of the American Society of Civil Engineers and of the 
American Geophysical Union 

I was employed with the United States Bureau of Reclamation as an engineer 
on the Central Valley project in California for 12 years from 1936 to 1948. In 
1948 I established an office for the private practice of civil engineering at Los 
Banos, Calif., specializing in irrigation and allied water matters. Since 1948 I 
liave been actively engaged in these activities. In 1952, I formed a partnership 
and opened an office at Fresno, Calif., under ihe firm name of Stoddard & Karrer. 
Our firm is retained as consulting engineers for 12 irrigation and water districts 
and similar organizations. The area served by these districts exceeds 1,500,000 
acres. We also perform civil-engineering services for other agencies and in- 
dividuals. 

Fifteen irrigation districts in California have authorized me to represent them 
at this hearing, these districts having a gross area of over 600,000 acres. They 
support the principles of the proposed small-projects legislation and urge its 
passace. 

While our experience has been principally in the field of constructing irrigation 
distribution systems, the problems involved in the construction of small projects 
are generally of the same magnitude as those in distribution system construction. 
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It has been found by experience in constructing distributi 
Central Valley that irrigation districts can design and construct sucl 






for costs of between 80 percent and 50 percent below costs of similar systen 
lesigned and constructed under Bureau of Reclamation supervision Ls an 
ustration of this fact, I would like to present some comparative tigures for the 
yroposed lateral system for Solano Irrigation District, Solano County, Calil The 
ero irrigable area with the district totals T5,4S7 acres, of which 67.481 acres 
n be served by gravity The balance of the area, 8.006 acres, Can 01 Vv be erved 


a relatively « xpensive pumping system 








In October of 1952 the Bureau of Reciamation prepared an estil e of d n 
d construction of a system for the Solano district The dist t then instructed 
ur firm, as engineers for the district, to prepare an estimate for comparisol So 
it the cCompurison conld be vali ] we sed ' ibstar { Liiy t he dame 
hose used by the Bureau and prepared an estimate to cover the « le n 
nd construction of a system that would perform the sme servi f 
roposed by the Bureau \ compris n of the vo estimates is as f 
Conparison of estimates of cost U.S. Bureau of Reclamation a f dd 
Kvarre 
(;ravity svsteim, total construction cost 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation S6, 605, 000. 0O 
Stoddard & Karrer 5, 197, 500. 00 
Difference 1. 407. 500. 00 
Lift system, total construction Cost: 
[ S. Bureau of Reclamation t 045, 000. 00 
Stoddard & WKarrer ? 171, 500. 00 
Difference 1, 873, 500. 00 
fotal system, total construction cost : 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 10, 650, 000, 00 
Stoddard & Karrer 7. 369, 000. OO 
Diterence 3. 281. 000. OO 
otal system, construction cost per acre: 
U. S. Bureau of Reclamation 141.08 
Stoddard & Karrer 7. 62 
Difference 1. 46 
Che difference in cost results from two factors: (1) The actual cost of con 
truction exclusive of incidental costs is roughly $1 million less in our estimate 
(2) ie incidental costs including costs of surveys, designs, supervision of con 
struction, legal and advertising expenses, etc., are some 30 percent less in our 
estimate than in the Bureau's. Savings in incidental costs amount to about 


S2 BOO 000 

We are confident that a first-class system can be built for the $7,369,000 shown 
in our estimate, if designed and constructed by the irrigation district Our 
quantities and unit prices are generous, so that contractor’s bids should be 
actually lower than those used in the estimate. 

In further support of the contention that local agencies can construct systems 
at substantial savings as compared with Bureau-constructed systems, we have 
had experience in such constructions during the past few years. In the case 
of the Chowchilla Water District in Madera County, Calif., we have constructed 
a partial system under an improvement district type of development. Maximum 
costs within the district approximate $50 per acre. In other parts of the district 
costs have been as low as $10 to $20 an acre. While the low costs result in part 
from utilization of natural channels for conveyance of water as a part of the 
distribution system, the area where the system cost the maximum of $50 per 
acre is served by a first-class system including a considerable length of large 
diameter pipelines. The $50 per acre figure is approximately 50 percent of cost 
of similar systems constructed by the Bureau. 

Mr. J. F. Sorensen, chief engineer and manager for the Orange Cove Irrigation 
District, has developed information for my use in support of this legislation. 
Mr. Sorensen holds a bachelor of science degree from the University of Cali- 
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for! ’ ‘ ‘ ng He a registered engineer in California and a 
member of the A » Society of Civil Engineers. Mr. Sorensen has had 
ext ve eX] en all phases of irrigation engineering and is well qualified 
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Senator O’'Manonry. There being no other witnesses, this hearing 
l closed at this t ‘ nubiect tot 1] f the ¢ hair 


(Thereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the hearing was recessed. to recon 
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i r i 11 ] | . 
to Senator ANDERSON. ‘The subcommittee will be in order. 
i’ 4] > 
We have under consideration at th f S. oH ! th pal 
1 ' > ‘ | { Pee l { 
lor House bill H. R. 105, to provide for the construction of dist ito} 
; . ! ] | | | 
ystems on authorized Federal reclamation proje DY Mrigau 
: } j . 
) tricts and other public agencies 
l 1] | 
( The lit referred tO TOLLO 
H. R. 103, 84 ( 
AN ACT J I i I ; 
ec mat I ¢ ( 
Be it enacted by the Senate and H of the l 
of A ( Co ess asscombled, Tha . ed 
» I onstrucete lé the ker ’ stl , 
) e SNecCTe ry e CONST ‘ ’ ‘ | . 
iccording to plans and specifications approved bv the Seeret: vy of ti 
SEC Z fo ows st financial 1 he Constructior | © ALOTeS 
on distribution systems by irrigation districts and other public ’ ’ the 
Secretaryv of the Interior is authorized to make nds a able o 
from moneys appropriated for the construction of sucl listributic te to 
iny irrigation district or similar public ageney in an amount equal to the ¢ 
mated construction cost of such systems, contingent upon a findin the : 
retary that the loan can be returned to the Unite states in aecordan hn the 
repayment provisions of sections 2 (d) and 9 (d) of the Reclamation 





Act of August 4, 1939 (ch. 418, 54 Stat. 1187, 43 U. S. C. 48 


Sec, 3. Except as herein otherwise provided, the provisions of the Tec 
reclamation laws, and Acts amendatory thereto, are continued in fu orce and 
effect. . 

Passed the House of Representatives March 15, 1955 

Attest: 

RaupeH R. Ro ( 
7 
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[S. 513, 84th Cong., 1st sess.) 
A BILL To provide for the construction of distribution systems on authorized Federal 
reclamation projects by irrigation districts and other public agencies 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That irrigation distribution systems authorized 
to be constructed under the general provisions of the Federal reclamation laws 
may, in lieu of construction by the Secretary of the Interior (referred to in this 
Act as the “Secretary”), be constructed by irrigation districts or other public 
agencies according to plans and specifications approved by the Secretary as pro 
vided in this Act 

Sec.. 2. To assist financially in the construction of the aforesaid local irrigation 
distribution systems by irrigation districts and other public agencies the Secre 
tary is authorized to make funds available on a loan basis from moneys appro- 
priated for the construction of such distribution systems to any irrigation dis 
trict or other public agency in an amount equal to the estimated construction 
cost of such systems, contingent upon a finding by the Secretary that the loan 
can be returned to the United States in accordance with the repayment contract 
2 (d) and 9 (d) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 
(53 Stat. 1187: 43 U. S. C. 485), and upon a showing that such district or agency 
already holds or can acquire all lands and interests in land (except public and 
other lands or interests in land owned by the United States which are within 
the administrative jurisdiction of the Secretary and subject to disposition by him) 
necessary for the construction, operation, and maintenance of the project. The 
term “irrigation district or other public agency” shall for the purposes of this Act 
mean any conservancy district, irrigation district, water users’ organization, 
or other organization, which is organized under State law and which has ¢a- 
pacity to enter into contracts with the United States pursuant to the Federal 
reclamation laws 

Sec. 3. The Secretary may, in his discretion, require as a condition to any such 
loan, that the water users’ organization contribute in money or materials, labor, 
lands, or interests in land, computed at their reasonable value, a portion, not in 
excess of ten per centum, of the construction cost of such project (including all 
costs of acquiring lands, and interests in land). Organizations contracting for 
repayment of the loans shall operate and maintain such works in conformity 
with reasonable contractual requirements determined to be appropriate for the 
protection of the United States, and when full repayment has been made to the 
United States, the Secretary shall relinquish all claims under said contracts 
Title to distribution works constructed pursuant to this Act shall at all times 
be in the contracting water users’ organizations. In addition to any other author- 
ity the Secretary may have to grant rights-of-way, easements, flowage rights, 
or other interests in lands for project purposes, the Secretary or the head of 
any other executive department may sell and convey to any irrigation district 
or other public agency at fair value lands and rights-of-way owned by the United 
States (other than lands being administered for national park, national monu- 
ment, or wildlife purposes) which are reasonably necessary to the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of an irrigation distribution system under the pro- 
visions of this Act. No benefits or privileges under reclamation laws including 
repayment provisions shall be denied an irrigation distribution system because 
such system has been constructed pursuant to this Act. The provisions of this 
Act shall apply only to irrigation purposes, including incidental domestic and 
stock water, and loans hereunder shall be interest free. Nothing in this Act shall 
be construed to repeal or limit the procedural and substantive requirements of 
section 8 of the Act of June 17, 1902. 

Sec. 4. Except as herein otherwise provided, the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws, and Acts amendatory thereto, are continued in full force and 
effect. 


provisions of sections 


Senator Anperson. Mr. Bennett, are you prepared to testify on 
S. 513, or these other bills? 

Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, I want to take just one moment. 
Instead of taking up S. 513, I would suggest that we take up H. R. 
103, which is a practically identical bill, and which passed the House 
earlierthismonth. As long as we have to take this on the floor, I think 
we might as well substitute and have the hearings on H. R. 103, Mr. 
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Chairman. We had the hearings on these bills last year, and went into 
the matter pretty thoroughly. I think that they are very well worked 
out, and there is no opposition to them on the House side. In fact, the 
House disposed of them this year without hearings. 

I think as far as this committee is concerned, we are pretty well 
agreed on this bill. Unless we need to go into the matter, it merely 
provides for loans by the Secret: ur'y of the Interior to districts or other 
agencies for the full amount with a provision that they must submit 
their plans to the Secretary, and furthermore, that In his discretion he 
may require them to supp rly 10 percent of the cost of labor or cash or 
something else. 

The reason I would like to expe dite the hearings on this bill, 9 first, 
there is no ob jee ‘tion to it: and second, I am vi ry interested in small 
projects, and I think a good many witnesses would like to testify on 
the small projects bill, and I woul i like to hear them. 

Senator Anprerson. What does this bill do that the small projects 
bill does not do? 

Senator Barrerr. This is merely for the distribution syste m. 

Senator Anperson. How many areas is this applic: able in? Is this 
primarily for the Central Valley of California ? 

Senator Barrerr. No; I think this for the whole country. 

Senator ANDERSON. Where would it be useful, however ¢ 

Senator Barrerr. I think it could be used in all parts of the country 
whereve r they could save money by constructing their own distribution 
system. 

Senator Anprrson. In the Columbia River area, there is provision 
for the bill for the district to create their own systems. 

Senator Barrerr. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. And that would apply to all the projects on the 
upper Colorado system. Where would this be applicable ‘ 

Senator Barrerr. I think it could be in our State in projects that 
are not constructed, but which are authorized. The cistriets might 
set up and take over the construction of the distribution systems 
themselves. Our engineer might have an idea that he can construct 
these distribution systems at about half the cost that the Bureau ex 
pends on them. I think that is probably true in California. There 
are witnesses here from California. 

Senator Anperson. Do you not think we better have a short state 
ment on that part of it, and then get on to the other bill ? 

(Discussion off the record.) 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD STODDARD, CONSULTING ENGINEER, 
STODDARD & KARRER, CIVIL ENGINEERS, FRESNO, CALIF. 


Mr. Sropparp. Mr. Chairman, this statement was pre pared in sup 
port of either S. 515 or H. R. 103, because they would ac complish the 
same purpose, 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD STODDARD, CONSULTING ENGINEER IN SUPPORE OF S. 513 
AND H. R. 108 


I am Howard Stoddard, a civil engineer, partner in the firm of Stoddard & 
Karrer, civil engineers, with offices in Los Banos and Fresno, Calif. I grad 
uated from the University of California in 1936 with the degree of bachelor 
of science in civil engineering. I have been a registered civil engineer in Cali 














! d ( n Water Works Association. 
) ‘ | _ Bure f Reel ition as an engineer 
( 2 from 1956 to 1048 
1 s J 1) ‘ f «ivil engines ne ft 
I 4 ter matters Lice 
ik | ‘ 2 ‘ In 1952 I f ( i 
I O, 4 i i he 1 
( ! ( B ¢ LOT ig it 
( i SCT vy ) eS 
h ) \ ! ring s for 
( ed lie 
! l eT 
Hie \ A. 
) 
I l LD) 
J ! a 
‘ \\ 
I r 
1) 
I" I | | 
I 1) 
( [uniciy I D 
Solano Irri I) ( 
San Li Water D 

Mat of the ts e j iediate ] ‘ il onstructing systems 
for I f tr) obley ha ] So'ano 
| Dist vie ri Fa lete eC] if a very 

1 Ol ( i 1 nsti ted oy eT 
construction and require extensions and additions. 

It has been found by experience in constructing distribution stems in the 
(" \ t d l construct such systems 
for cost fl @! ‘ Wt) reent below ¢ { fs ilar systems designed 

ler Bure teclamation supervision As an illustration 
I Lid ! ( me ¢ paratly ure for the proposed 
r Se Irrigation District, Solano County, Calif ft . gt SS 
in? the trict tot TOAST acre of which 67,481 acres can 
/ ‘ | } ( yf ea. S006 cres, Can only be s« rved 
\ plump 

In O 1952 ‘ f Reelaa n pre ed estimate of design 
et r » Solano District The district then in 
nN, as « neers for the district, to prepare an estimate for 
1 Si if ( arison could valid e used substantially the 
f reria as th f 1 | the Bureau and prepared an estimate to cover 
esign nstructior f a system that would perform the same 
service that propos by the Burean \ comparison of the two estimates is 

( ! ( 0 t—] S reau of Reclamation and 

N7¢ ( & Aarre 


otal system, total construction cost: 
| S. Bureau of Reclamation $10. 650. 000. 00 
Stoddard & Karre Conte sa 7, 369, 000. 00 
Difference ; ; Sere 2.281. 000. 00 


Total system, construction cost per acre: 
I S. Bureau of Reclamation 141. O08 
Stoddard & Karrer 97. 62 


Difference- biel as eckebig sites Maia A oa a On 43. 46 
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The difference in cost results from two factors (1) The actu 
struction exclusive of incidental costs is roughly $1 million less in our ¢ 
(2) The incidental costs including costs of surveys, designs, supervisi 
struction, legal and advertising expenses, ete., are some BO perce 
in our estimate than in the Dureau’s Savings in incidental costs am 
about $2,300,000 

If the Solano Irrigation District were to construct this system under bond 
issue, the present relatively high rates of interest probably would crease the 
eost to such an extent that the Bureau estimate actually would be lower tha 
our estimate with interest added. If interest-free funds, as proposed in S, 513 
or H. R. 108, are not made available to the district, it is probable tl the United 
States through the Bureau of Reclamation Will be called upon to de g ul 


eonstruct the system. 
However, if interest-free funds, as proposed in these bills are made availabl 


the district will construc its OWh s fel al i aving of © SH,.LHS1 O00 
district. Accordingly, the amount of funds necessary for the United St 
advance will be decreased by the same amount Furthermore, there v he 
very substantial saving to the United States in interest « thie ° LOOO o 
the 40-year payout period, plus the development period suggested as 7 yveat \ 
though I am not prepared to state what that savil in interest might be, indi 
cations are that such savings will equal another $3 million The abo { 
indicate that either S. 513 or H. R. 108 is a sound proposition n that both th 
farmers in the Solano Irrigation District and the taxpayers in the United Sta 
as a whole will be benefited by the savings in millions of d 

In further lpport « * the conte n ti t¢ il age I i tl ( 
at substantial savings as compared with Bureau constructed syster 
had experience in such constructions during the past few years. In the 
the Chowchilla Water District in Madera County, Calif... we have constru 
partial system under an improvement district type of development Maximut 
costs within the district approximate $50 an acre. In other parts of the d 
costs have been as low as 810 to S20 per acre While the low costs { 


! 


from utilization of natural channels for conveyance of water as a par 
it 





distribution system, the area where the system cost the maximum of S85 
acre is served by a complete system including a considerable length of lar 
diamete1 pipelines The $50 pe Yr acre ure j ppre mately of percent ot 
of similar systems constructed by the Bureau 

Mr. J. }. Sorensen, chief engineer and manager for the Orange Cove Irrig ! 
I) rl has developed informa nn rmvu in Ippo f this leg i ! ! 
Sorensen holds a bachelor of science degree from the University of ¢ 
in civil engineering. He is a registered engineer in California and a me 
the American Society of Civil Engineers. Mr. Sorensen has had exte1 e 4 
perience in all phases of irrigation engineering and is well qualified to d 
costs of constructing irrigation distribution systems 

The Orange Cove District has completed a distribution system und My 


Sorensen’s supervision. His information shows that by constructing their o 
system the Orange Cove Irrigation District was able to complete for an aver: 
cost of about $56 per acre a system comparable to one estimated by the Burenu 
to cost $188 per acre. While the system may not equal the one proposed by the 
Bureau in some respects, it is operating satisfactorily in serving the lands 
the Orange Cove Irrigation District. 

Mr. Sorensen showed that substantial savings were possible not only in actual 





construction cost, but also in incidental costs where the district saved 25 percent 
of the total cost of the completed system on that item alone 

I also have information prepared by Mr. Paul Bailey, consulting engineer for 
the shafter-Wasco Irrigation District. Mr. Bailey is a registered civil enginee 
in California, having practiced in the field of water supply for over 40 year 
During this time he has engaged in the design and construction of works, th 
layout of projects and has served as State engineer, director of public works 
and as a member of the California Bond Certification Commission, predecessor 


of the present California District Securities Commission. For the last 25 year 
he has practiced in a consulting capacity on special problems in water supply and 
flood control. i 

Mr. Bailey states that the bureau has estimated that a distribution system fo1 
the Shafter-Wasco District, if designed and constructed by the Bureau, will cost 
$11,681,000 or $311 per gross acre in the district. 

As consulting engineer for the district, Mr. Bailey prepared an independent 
estimate and found that if the district proceeded to design and construct its 
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own system, the system could be built for an over: all cost of $6,362,000 or $170 per 
gross acre. This shows a potential saving of $5,319,000 or $141 per gross acre 
in the district. 

Mr. Bailey’s comparison of costs for the Shafter-Wasco District checks closely 
the comparison of costs that I prepared for the Solano Irrigation District. 

The districts that I represent are vitally interested in this legislation and 
time is very important to them. In some cases districts adjacent to the Friant- 
Kern Canal have no distribution systems. The main canal is completed and in 
operation. Water is available. These districts must come to a decision very 
soon as to the method to pursue in construction of their distribution works: 
that is, whether to proceed with the Bureau or to proceed under their local 
supervision. 

In the case of the Solano Irrigation District, the Solano project that will bring 
water to the district is now under construction. In order that the district 
might receive water as soon as the main works are completed, it is imperative 
to commence construction on the distribution system as soon as possible. This 
district must come to a decision as to how to proceed. 

Very substantial savings, amounting to several millions of dollars, will accrue 
to local water districts and to the United States if the proposed legislation be- 
comes law. 

Mr. Sropparp. The statement contains my qualification and the 
statement of our representation, and also factual material which 
agrees with what Senator Barrett said a moment ago that local agen- 
cies have found it possible to construct irrigation distribution systems 
at costs from 3° to 50 percent less than the Bureau constructed systeins. 
That results from a local knowledge of conditions and on the job 
design. 

This bill would merely transfer the authorization to design and con- 
struct distribution systems from the Bureau of Reclamation to the 
local agencies. There are no new authorizations of project involved. 
The distr ‘but ion systems are going to be built. In other words, they 
are necessary because in some cases the principal works have been con- 
structed, and the distribution systems are necessary in order that the 
water can be put to use. 

Senator AnpEerson. Do you mean you constructed these projects 
without regard for a distribution system ? 

Mr. Sropparv. No, the distribution systems are authorized in the 
main projects aut —— tion so they are going to be constructed. 
What this bill would do would be merely transfer the responsibility 
for the design and construction from the Bureau to the local agenc y. 

Senator Anperson. Do I understand you are an engineer who would 
be taking on this sort of work ? 

Mr. Stropparp. We represent a number of irrigation districts. We 
are their regularly retained engineers. 

Senator Anperson. That is what I am saying. This would keep 
the Bureau of Reclamation engineers from doing it, and put the work 
in your office ? 

Mr. Sropparp. I suppose it could be looked at that way. 

Senator Anperson. How else would you look at it? 

Mr. Sropparp. That is correct, then. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. 

Mr. Sropparp. I have just one brief comment as to the two bills, 
S. 515 and H. R. 103. §. 513 contains a few provisions not included 
in H. R. 103. The one of most significance is the one that Senator 
Barrett mentioned with regard to the local agencies contributing the 
rights-of-way necessary for the project, and also provides that a Tocal 
contribution shall be made not to exceed 10 percent. There is no objec- 
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tion at all to that provision that appears in S. 515, and does not 
ippear in H,. KR. 103. 

Senator ANnperson. Senator Barrett’s point was that if we could 
igree on the House bill, that has already been passed, we could save 
i lot of time. 

Mr. Sropparp. That is correct. It would be our preference to sup- 
ort H. R. 103. I mere ly brought that point up. There was some 
{ ing suggested by the Departme nt of Interior with regard to some 
hanging of the wording in that regard, and we agree with that sug 
gestion. That | think covers the principal points here. We merely 
ave filed this statement for the record, and we urge your considera- 
tion and approval of the bill. 

Mr. Alexander is here. He is a registered civil engineer from Cali 
fornia, and he has a brief statement also. 

Senator Kucner. Let me ask you so that the record will disclose it 
you may have covered this in your prepared st: itement what the 
effect will be of applying section 9, subdivision (d) of the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1939, to the repayment of the loans that are contem 


ted? 


a 
t 


Bee Sropparp. As I understand those a provisions they 

quire repayment by the local agency in a period of 40 years, plus 
a deve lopme nt per iod with no interest charge on the loan, 

Senator ANDERSON. It is interest-free money, in other words 


Mr. Sropparp. That is correct. 

Senator ANberson. Have you any imstances where the Bureau of 
Reclamation asks for bids and private engineers ask for bids? ] 
there any showing that it is cheaper to do it that way? We have just 
finished a floodway on the Rio Grande. It has been done by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. Part of it has been done by the Army Corps 
of Engineers. In every instance it has been done by competitive bids 


{Is it your testimony that you can do it 30 to 50 percent less than 
competitive bidding ? 

Mr. Sropparp. That is correct. A large aed of that results fron 
the Xperience where the incide I tal and over] Ld ‘Ost } CQO) 1 


with the Bureau systems are e xtreme ly hae much h her than the 
same cost if done by the local agencies. 

Senator Anperson. I am trying to find out what it is. You are 
coing to do it by competitive bidding, in any event. 

Mr. Sropparp. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. Why would a private contractor bid 30 to 50 pet 
cent lower for you than the Federal Government ¢ 

Mr. Sropparp. As I said, the saving in cost is not entirely in the 
actual construction cost, but in the incidental and overhead costs, which 
are tacked on to the construction costs which also must be repaid. 
They have run as high as 45 percent of the construction cost, whereas 
private engineering or local engineering habitually does that type of 
work 

Senator ANDERSON. For 6 percent. 

Mr. Sropparp. I was going to say 10 to 15, including all costs, legal 
advertising, and so forth. Th: at 1s where one of the real big items of 
saving comes from. 

Senator Anperson. I am just wondering if the Bureau of Recla 
mation would agree that their overhead costs run 40 percent. That is 
a little high, I would think. 
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Mr. Sropparp. I think you will find, Senator, that has been the 
actual experiel ce 1m many instances In regard to irrigation distribu- 
tion systems. We could furnish for the record material supplied by 
the Bureau which indicates that. 

Senator Anperson. I wish you would. That would be useful. 

Mr. Sropparp. Yes, sir. 

(‘The intormation referred to follows:) 

STODDARD & KARRER, CIVIL ENGINEERS, 
Los Banos, Calif., April 6, 1955. 


| 





Hon, CLINTON P. AND ; 
lnited Stat Nenator, Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Recla- 
mation, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Nenate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DerAR Str: During my testimony in support of H. R. 108 at a hearing before your 
committee on March 31, 1955, I agreed to submit some supporting material. This 
actual experience with regard to incidental and overhead 
costs charged by the Bureau of Reclamation in addition to actual construction 


material was to cover 





costs of irrigation distribution systems 

The experience of three irrigation districts in the Central Valley of California 
show the following incidental costs that they were assessed in connection with 
the construction of their distribution systems The following tabulation sets 


forth the incidental costs expresse us a percentage of the actual construction 


cost 


INCID NTAL COSTS, USBR DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 


Andsay-Strathmore Irrigation Distric H) percent of Construction cost, 


I 
Ivanhoe Irrigation District : 44.4 percent of construction cost. 
, 


ndmore Irrigation District: 47 percent of construction cost. 
There are enclosed tw copies of the Western Water News published by the 
water economics committee of the Irrigation Districts Association of California 
setting forth the above percentages in more detail. Data for the Lindsay 


Strathmore Irrigation District and the Ivanhoe Irrigation District are shown in 
the February 1952 issue, and data for the Lindmore Irrigation District are shown 
on page 3 of the March 1952 issue. 

In an estimate prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation of the cost of constru 
tion of a distribution system for the Solano Irrigation District in Solano County, 
Calif., the Bureau showed the incidental costs to be 44 percent in the case of the 


gravity portions of the system and 49 percent in the case of the portions of the 
system requiring pumping through pressure pipelines. These percentages are 


further broken down in the Bureau’s estimate as follows: estimate is as of 


pection, overhead, 44 percent. 


Notre.—Engineering, inspection, overhead, etc. Includes Denver office cost, 3.2 
iminary design data, construction supervision, administrative serv- 


» 


li 
ices on site, plus CPA per TT SC DN-2)4, regional director, region 2, 41 percent 





PIPE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 


Engineering, inspection, and overhead, 49 percent. 

Nore.—Engineering, inspection, and overhead includes Denver office cost, 8.2 
percent ; preliminary design data, construction supervision, administrative serv- 
ices on site plus CPA per TT SC—-DN-294, regional director, region 2, 41 percent. 

The information contained in this letter formed the basis for my testimony in 
regard to incidental costs charged by the Bureau of Reclamation in constructing 
irrigation distribution systems. Incidental costs under local design and construc 
tion are generally estimated at 15 percent. 

Very truly yours, 
Howarp STODDARD. 


Senator Anperson. Mr. Alexander, do you have a statement ? 
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STATEMENT OF W. A. ALEXANDER, ENGINEER, 
PORTERVILLE, CALIF. 


Mr. \LEXANDER, I am chief eneinee wd minhuavger of one OF The 
tricts 1 Lie project. lL have here a statement that L would like to | 
W ith the committee of some re olutions from the districts autho 


oul Lppe rahce, and also | would like to hile for t 


he record my state 


ment. 


{ | 1@ Statement referred tO follow 


STATEMENT OF W. A. ALEXANDER BEFORE SENATE | OR pb INSUT \PFAI 

COM MITTEE, HON. CLINTON VP’, ANDERSON, CH MAN, IN SUPPORT OF I 

fo Provipe I ! sT-E I \ EY To Cons uct ] IGATIA DISTRI [ 

SYS MS 

Lam W. A. Alexander, engineer from Porterville, Calif., appearing before your 
committee il support of legislation to provide interest-lree money or construe 
tion of irrigation distribution systems by local interest L have been authorize 
along With Howard Stoddard, consulting engineer from Los Banos, Calif., to rep 
resent the following irrigation and water districts located under the Cent 
Valley project of California who are receiving or anticipate obtaining a te 

ipply from this project: 
Lower Tule River Irrigation District 102, OOO 
Saucelito Irrigation District 17, 170 
Tulare Irrigation District i, 514 
ferra Bella Irrigation District 
Orange Cove Irrigation District », 485 
Chowchilla Water District tit, 
Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District (, 323 
South San Joaquin Municipal Utilities District 1,629 
Lindsty-Strathmore Irrigation District 1D, O68 
Lindmore Irrigation District 27, 478 
Stone Corral Lrrigation District 1, 927 

Total acreage fia, oO) 
ry 


These districts, located along the Friant-Kern and Madera Canals, are 


ganized for the purpose of securing a supplemental water supply from t ( 
Valley project. All of the above districts have entered into a contract ra wate 
supply trom the Federal Government and are now receiving partial water sup] 
The districts are all in different stages of construction as fur as d biol 
works are concerned to deliver water to the farms. There are some dist 


Ye and Yd contracts covering both water supply and 


distribution systems. The Bureau of Reclamation has constructed, 


which have combination 

or iS in the 
process of constructing, distribution systems for several districts under the Cet 
tral Valley projects. 

Some of the districts which are represented have not commenced any distribu 
tion construction whatsoever because of the high estimated cost submitted 
the Bureau. Other districts have constructed a portion of their system through 
local financing or 10-year improvement district warrants. 

The reason that some districts have gone to local financing and improvement 
district warrants is that local construction has proved a considerable saving over 
and above the Bureau of Reclamation estimate of cost. This has proved true on 
both open canal systems and pipeline distribution systems. It must be stated 
that the system designed by the Bureau and by local interests are not entirely 
of like design. The Bureau designs are usually more elaborate, in greater detail 
containing some additional refinements which are an improvement to the system 
but not althogether necessary to do an adequate job. 

The following is a tabulation showing the actual cost of an open-ditch distrib 
tion system covering approximately 50,000 acres in the Lower Tule River Irriga 
tion District, of which I am chief engineer and manager. This system was 
designed and constructed under my supervision by the district in 1951, 1952 and 


61720—55 4 








16 SMALL PROJECTS—DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 


1953 at a total cost of $880,000, or an average of $17.62 per acre. This was done 
through the organization of improvement districts within the irrigation district 
to finance the construction. 

Improvement district No. 1 includes 17,319 acres and the construction cost was 
considerably cheaper than improvement districts No. 2 and No. 3. The cost 
per acre in No. 1 district was approximately $12.50 per acre. The other two dis- 
tricts’ costs were $20 per acre. Improvement district No. 1 structures were con- 
structed of redwood, while concrete structures were used in districts No. 2 and 
No. 3, which accounts for the difference in cost. 


Tabulation, construction costs, lower Tule River Irrigation District, Tulare 
County, Calif.—Improvement districts Nos. 1, 2, and 3 


Miles of Date con- . 
Improvement district Acres served ey Total cost structed Cost per acre 
No. 1. 19.5 oF $12. 45 
No. 2 8.7 30.8 22. 26 
No. 3. 17, 040.7 30.7 18. 64 
Total 49. 958.9 88. 0 i ss = 





NOTE A verage cost per acre, $17.62. 


The above average cost of $17.62 per acre represents considerable saving over 
a canal system being constructed by the Bureau in the Madera Irrigation Dis- 
trict which is in excess of $100 per acre. The saving in our district, I believe, 
is as follows: 

1. Design, plans, and specifications can be performed at a saving by local en- 
gineers on the job. Less overhead and better knowledge of local conditions, 

2”. Right-of-way can be obtained at substantial saving over Government-built 
systems. Local interests dealing directly with the property owners helps to 
reduce cost. 

3. Local contractors will give bids to local districts considerably below a bid 
on Government work. Example: 


IMPROVEMENT District No. 2 MADERA 


Structural concrete: $55 per yard $65 to $70 (does not include excava- 
(includes material, forming, excava- | tion or backfill). 
tion, and backfill). 

Canal excavation: 21 cents per yard| 22 to 23 cents per yard (without 
(with compaction). | compaction). 


1. Local districts, with their own equipment and personnel, can do their own 
work if efficiently operated and still reduce costs. For an example, improve- 
ment district No. 2 was done by a contractor, while the construction of improve- 
ment district No. 3 was by the irrigation district. This resulted in a saving of 
approximately $30,000. Reinforced concrete complete in place ran $52 per yard. 
Earthwork at 17 cents per yard, compared to improvement district No. 2. 

The above is conclusive evidence that savings, both to the individual districts 
and the Government, can be accomplished by granting interest-free money to 
local districts to construct their own distribution systems. 

I do not wish to leave the impression with the committee that the great dif- 
ference in cost is a comparison of two systems designed exactly to the same 
specifications or under the same conditions. It is my opinion that if the same 
system designed by the Bureau was duplicated by the local district that con- 
siderable saving would result in the final construction cost, including overhead 
and supervision. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, in my opinion, has an excellent staff of tech- 
nically trained engineers and their construction work which I have been in con- 
tact with shows good construction and excellent design and planning. 

Local financing by individual districts has its drawbacks due to the interest. 
The repayment over a 40-year period will practically double the original cost 
of construction due to the interest repayment. 

The irrigation districts under the Central Valley project in California, repre- 
senting in excess of 600,000 acres, urgently request your committee to consider 
and recommend passage of legislation to provide interest-free money for local 
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construction of distribution systems. Their experience is that this bill will not 
only be a financial saving to the districts, but a direct monetary saving to the 
Federal Government 


CHOWCHILLA Water District RESOLUTION No, 158 


Whereas there is at this time, under consideration, certain proposed Federal 
legislation to provide interest-free funds for the construction of water-distribu- 
tion systems by local water agencies ; and 

Whereas it is believed that the cost of constructing such distribution systems 
under local district management would result in substantial savings for the dis- 
tricts as compared with the cost when the consruction is done under the man- 
agement of the Federal Government; and 

Whereas this district is interested in the passage of such proposed Federal 
legislation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Howard Stoddard and W. A, Alexander be, and they are 
hereby authorized and directed, on behalf of Chowchilla Water District, to ap- 
pear before the Interior and Insular Atfairs Committee of the United States 
House of Representatives and before other interested parties and agencies, for 
Senate and the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the United States 
the purpose of presenting and producting evidence bearing upon proposed Fed- 
eral legislation to provide interest-free money for the construction of distribu 
tion systems by local water agencies. 


I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true copy of a resolution adopted by the 
Board of Directors of the Chowchilla Water District, at a special meeting thereof 
held on the 1st day of February 1954. 

[SEAL] H. J. FASTMAN, 
Secretary, Chowchilla Water District 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Tulare Irrigation District is an irrigation district formed and 
existing under the laws of the State of California, comprising an area of 
75,500 acres of land within the Central Valley of California; and 

Whereas the Tulare Irrigation District has contracted with the United States 
for the purchase of water from the Central Valley project ; and 

Whereas thousands of acres that have not been served by a common system of 
works now require a common distribution system for the successful operation 
of the Tulare Irrigation District ; and 

Whereas a common distribution system constructed by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation with Federal financing is advantageous by reason of the 40-year repay- 
ment period with no interest charge and the provision of a so-called development 
period which has the effect of deferring the initial payment for a few yenrs 
following the completion of the system thus allowing the landowner time to 
develop his land before he must starting making payments on the distribution 
system, but is principally disadvantageous by reason of the extremely high costs 
of such a system ; and 

Whereas a locally constructed distribution system has for the district a very 
substantial saving through local design and construction, amounting in the 
experience of this district from 75 to SO percent in capital costs, but has the dis- 
advantages of high costs of financing, short term of repayment and no provision 
for a development period ; and 

Whereas there have been introduced in their respective Houses of Congress 
of the United States H. R. 4397 by Congressman Clair Engle and S. 1628 by 
Senator William F. Knowland, which bills would provide for the availability 
of Federal interest-free financing for the local design and construction of 
distribution facilities by local water users organizations: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, 1. That the Tulare Irrigation District endorses and supports the in- 
troduction of legislation and more particularly H. R. 4897 and S. 1628, to provide 
Federal interest-free financing for the }ocal construction of water distribution 
systems by local water-users organizatiors; 

2. That the officers of the Tulare Irrigation District are authorized and directed 
to give general circulation to this resolution. 
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STATE OF CALIFO I 


County of Tulare, 
Office of Tulare Irrigatic District. & 


I, David I Zack, herel ceertil that I am the Secre tary of Tulare Irrigation 


District, and that the above and foregoing a true and correct copy of a resolu 
tion of the board of directors of the Tulare Irrigation District duly passed at 
a meeting held on the Sth day of January 1954, and that the same has not 


been amended, altered, or rescinded 


[SEAL] Davin L. Zack, 
Secretary, Tulare Irrigation District 


The following resolution was made by Mr. Tyrrell and seconded by Mr. Hunt 
ing and carried 

“Whereas there is at this time under consideration certain proposed Federal 
legislation to provide Federal interest-free funds for the construction of wate! 
distribution systems by local water agencies ; and 

“Whereas this district is interested in the passage of such proposed Federal 
legislation : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That Howard Stoddard and W. A. Alexander be, and they are 
hereby, authorized and directed on behalf of this district to appear before the 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the United States Senate, and the In 
terior and Insular Affairs Committee of the United States House of Representa 
tives, and before other interested parties to present and introduce evidence bear 
ing upon proposed Federal legislation to provide Federal interest-free money for 


the construction of distribution systems by local water agencies.” 


} 


I hereby certify that the above resolution is a true copy of the resolution 
adopted at the special meeting of the Board held February 11, 1954. 
TERRA BELLA IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 
ERNEST H. THIESSE, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is at this time under consideration certain proposed Federal 
legislation to provide Federal interest-free funds for the construction of Water 
distribution systems by local water agencies ; and 

Whereas the Saucelito Irrigation District is a political subdivision located in 
the County of Tulare, State of California, and is interested in the passage of such 


proposal Federal legislation: Now, therefore, be it 


“Resolved, That Howard Stoddard of Los Banos, Merced County, Calif., and 
W. A. Alexander of Porterville, Tulare County, Calif., be, and they are hereby, 
authorized and directed on behalf of this district to appear before the Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee of the United States Senate, and the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee of the United States House of Representatives, and 
before other interested parties to present and introduce evidence bearing upon 
proposed Federal legislation to provide Federal interest-free money for the con- 
struction of distribution systems by local water agencies.” 

EK. L. Cor, 
President, Saucelito Irrigation District. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was duly passed at a regularly 
called special meeting of the board of directors of the Saucelito Irrigation District 
held on the 15th day of February 1954. 


[SEAL] InvIN H. ALTHOUSE, 
Secretary, Saucelito Irrigation District. 
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BEFORE TH BOARD OF DIRECTORS O rHE CorRAL | IG. N JI 


W ha it th eu n pro] 
‘ | ] 1 nite ‘ the « t 
( Vstemis by I 1 el i 
VW l ri tere d in h} | ‘ 
le i theretore i | 
| Howard Stoddard I Bb ( f 1 Ww. A ! 
0 - t \ ( t if be and { ire i¢ 1) i t l | { 
f this pear befor I ‘ nal ilar A ( 
he | 1 States Senat d the Int ind In \ffairs Com ; 
{ ite te ’ ( ) fepresel ut es bet ! ( 
present and i ! ie evidence bearing } ] ede 
vide Federal interest-free money th ms l 1 of d ributic ! 
local el ne : 
Director Charles Snow moved that the foregoing resolution be adopted nd tl 
motion was seconded by Director James Marioka, and carried by the 
Vote 
Aves: Oscar Bingham, Charles Snow, James M | 
Noes: None 
Absent: Gordon H. Garland, les Sprague 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Tulare, ss: 
I, John Locke, secretary of the board of directors of the Stone Corral Im 


tion District, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a 
resolution adopted at a regularly adjourned meeting of the said board, held 
prescribed by law, on the 12th day of February 1954. 
[SEAL] Joun To 
Secretary, Stone Coerral Irrigration D 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is at this time under consideration certain proposed Federal 
legislation to provide Federal interest-free funds for the construction of water 
distribution systems by local water agencies ; and 
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Whereas this district is interested in the passage of such proposed Federal 
legislation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Howard Stoddard, Los Banos, Merced County, Calif., and W. A 
Alexander, Porterville, Tulare County, Calif., be, and they are hereby authorized 
on behalf of Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation District to appear before the Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee of the United States Senate, and the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee of the United States House of Representatives, and 
other proper Federal agencies, and present and introduce evidence bearing upon 
proposed Federal legislation to provide Federal interest-free money for the 
construction of distribution systems by local water agencies. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of Tulare, 8s: 

I, Frances Ballow, do hereby certify that I now am and at all times herein 
mentioned was, the duly qualified and acting assistant secretary of the board of 
directors of the Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation District, and that the foregoing 
is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly passed and adopted by said 
board at an adjourned regular meeting thereof duly called and held at the offices 
of the distict on February 10, 1954, and at which meeting a quorum, to wit, all 
of the directors were present and participating, and that the same has been 
entered in the minutes, and has not been rescinded, modified, or revoked. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
district at Lindsay, this 25th day of March 1955. 

[SEAL | FRANCES BALLOW, 

{ssistant Secretary of the Board of Directors 
of the Lindsay-Strathmore Irrigation District. 


BEFORE THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF ORANGE COVE IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Director Shiffler offered the following resolution and moved its adoption, 
seconded by Director Bear: 

“Whereas there is at this time under consideration certain proposed Federal 
legislation to provide Federal interest-free funds for the construction of water 
distribution systems by local water agencies ; and 

“Whereas this district is interested in the passage of such proposed Federal 
legislation : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Howard Stoddard, Los Banos, Merced County, Calif., and W. 
A. Alexander, Porterville, Tualre County, Calif., be, and they are hereby au- 
thorized and directed on behalf of this district to appear before the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee of the United States Senate and the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee of the United States House of Representatives, and 
before other interested parties to present and introduce evidence bearing upon 
proposed Federal legislation to provide Federal interest-free money for the con- 
struction of distribution systems by local water agencies.” 

Passed and adopted this 10th day of February 1954 by the following vote: 

Aves: Orlopp, Shiffler, Hudson, Bear. 

Noes: None. 

Absent: Chase. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
Orange Cove Irrigation District, ss: 

I, A. J. Vortmann, secretary of the board of directors of the Orange Cove Irri- 
gation District, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing resolution was duly 
adopted by said board of directors at a meeting duly held on the 10th day of 
February 1954 and duly entered on the minutes of said board. 

Witness my hand and the seal of said district this 25th day of March 1955. 

[SEAL] A. J. VORTMANN. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is at this time under consideration certain proposed Federal 
legislation to provide Federal interest-free funds for the construction of water 
distribution systems by local water agencies, and 

Whereas Tulare Irrigation District is interested in the passage of such pro- 
posed Federal legislation : Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That Howard Stoddard, Los Banos, Merced County, Calif., and W. 
A. Alexander, Porterville, Tulare County, Calif., be, and they are hereby, au 
thorized and directed on behalf of Tulare Irrigation District to appear before the 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the United States Senate, and the 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the United States House of Represent 
atives, and before other interested parties to present and introduce evidence 
bearing upon proposed Federal legislation to provide Federal interest-free money 
for the construction of distribution systems by local water agencies 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
County of Tulare 
Office of Tulare Irrigation District, ss: 

I. David L. Zack, hereby certify that I am the secretary of the Tulare Irrigatic 
District, and that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolu 
tion of the board of directors of the Tulare Irrigation District duly passed at a 
mireeting held on the 9th day of February 1954, and that the same has not been 
amended, altered or rescinded, 

[SEA] Davip L. ZAcK 


Secretary, Tulare Irrigation District 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas Shafter-Wasco irrigation district is vitally interested in the adop 
tion of any and all legislation which may permit the Federal Government to make 


interest-free loans to irrigation districts for the purpose of enabling such dis 
tricts to undertake projects required for the proper and successful operation of 
such districts; and is particularly interested in obtaining such a loan for the 


purpose of enabling Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District to construct an irrigatior 
distribution system so as to use available water from the Friant-Kern Canal 
of the Central Valley project for the irrigation of lands within said district ; and 

Whereas Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District is informed that the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives of the United States 
will meet on February 17 and 18, 1954, for the purpose of considering the amend 
ment und enlargement of House bill 5301 introduced by Congressman Miller, so 
as to include therein provisions for the making of such interest-free loans to 
local water users’ organizations: and 

Whereas Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District is further informed that Messrs 
W. A. Alexander and Howard Stoddard plan to attend said meeting on behalf 
of other interests, and would be willing to represent and explain the needs of 
Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District at said meeting: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That said W. A. Alexander and Howard Stoddard be, and they are 
hereby authorized and requested to represent Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District 
at said meeting of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the House of 
Representatives of the United States; and there explain the urgent need of 
Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District for an interst-free loan from the Federal 
Government, for the purpose of enabling said district to use available water from 
the Friant-Kern Canal for the irrigation of the lands within said district. 


CERTIFICATE 


W. Allen Johnston does hereby certify that he is the duly appointed, qualified, 
and acting Secretary of Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District, a public corporation 
organized under and pursuant to the laws of the State of California with its 
principal office at Shafter, Calif.; that the foregoing resolution was duly and 
regularly adopted by the board of directors of said district at a meeting of said 
board of directors duly called and held on the 11th day of February 1954, at the 
offices of said district, at which a quorum of said directors was present and 
acting: and that said resolution has not been revoked and is still in full force 
and effect. 

Dated February 11, 1954. 

[SEAL] M. ALLEN JOHNSTON, 

Secretary of Shafter-Wasco Irrigation District. 
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M. W. De Re, Jt 


Secretary, Lower Tule River Irrigation District. 


Berore THE BoArp or DrrecTorS OF THE ALPAUGH IRRIGATION District IN Rp 


J IsI i ce NING INTEREST-FrEE MONEYS FOR IRRIGATION DISTRICTS 
I SOT I 
Dis ! \ il in red the roVuowine res ut on and n oved its ado} tion 
W he there been introduced befor the Congress of the United States 
certai lis having as t object the making of loans by the United States of 
Ame a I tion districts without interes for the purpose of assisting 
irrigation dist sil mstructing and bui g distribution systems and f 
Wi } I I'¢ The bil d he obiects for which they re 
{ land Ie hat they e 1 rite. l i] will serve a useful u 1K se 
Voy ( t 
Ki ‘, ‘that e Hl ove the prin ple of these bills and urge the Congress 
of the United Sta tO 3 pt them and make available the financial assistance 


provided therein; and be it further 


“Resolved, That es of this resolution be furnished to Congressinan Haven 


d se ors Knowland and Kuchel 

Che motion was seconded by Director Jackson, and adopted by the following 
bis 

Aves: MeAnaliy, I s. Jackson, Martin, Pryse 


Noes: None 

Absent None 

I, Winifred Sonke, Secretary of the Alpaugh Irrigation District, do hereby 
certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution made, passed, 
and adopted by the board of directors of the Alpaugh Irrigation District at a 
regular meeting held on the 7th day of April 1954. 


[SEAL] WINIFRED SonkKr, Secretary. 


BEFORE THE Boarp or Direcrors OF THE ALPAUGH IRRIGATION District RI 
STODDARD AND ALEXANDER TO WASTIINGION 


RESOLUTION 


Director Jackson offered the following resolution and moved its adoption: 

“Whereas there is at this time under consideration certain proposed Federal 
legislation to provide Federal interest-free funds for the construction of water- 
distribution systems by local water agencies; and 
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Aves: Harrison, Nispe!l, Gleichn Marsh 

Noes Nom 

Absent Girne 

Cl | \ OF 

I hereby certify that the foregoing excerpt is a true cop rom t mit 
the board of directors of the Southern San Joaquin Municipal Utilit 1) 
held on the 11th day of February 1954 at the office of said trict located 
south of Delano on Highway 99 The resolution was passed by the fo 
vote 

Aves: Harrison, Nispel, Gleichner, Marshall 

Noes None 

Absent: Girard 

In testimony whereof, T have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
seal of the said district this 25th day of March 1955 

[SEAI Burr Gri NecretaryuAMa 
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a project in our district and the ave ive cost per acre Was in the 
neighborhood of $20 per acre. I made some comparison with another 
district where the Bureau built the system, and you will notice at the 
bottom of the page that when we let out Improvement District No. 2 
to bid, we got a bid of approximately $55 for structural concrete, 
whereas Madera ran $65 to $70 a yard, and did not include excavation 


or backfill. 


The canal excava ion on our bid, the contractor bid 21 cents a vard 
with compaction and theirs was 22 to 23 a vard without compaction. 
Their system ran around $100 per acre, where ours ran in the neigh 


borhood of S20 per acre. 

Senator Anprerson. When a contractor starts to move dirt it doesn’t 
matter to the machine whether it is moved for the Federal Govern- 
ment or the State rovernment. 

Mr. Avexanper. It does not. You will note that the cost there is 
not too far awpart. 

Senator ANDERSON. But if you are POI to come out Ww ith a cost of 
$100 an acre for one and $10 an acre for another, you have to find a lot 
of money somewhere. 

Mr. Atzxanper. We have done that. 

Senator Anprrson. Where have you found that? 

Mr. ALexanper. We built our system. We designed our plans and 
specifications right on the job. I did that. I was the chief engineer 
on the job. We made our designs and did the work right there. 
There was a little less overhead on that because you are on the job, 
and you are with the project, and you know what the people want. 
You don’t have the trouble of acquiring the right-of-way and you 
don’t pay as much money for your rights-of-way and going into other 
factors along that line, because you deal with the local people there 
that are footing the bill right down the line. 

Senator ANpeRSON. You say the right-of-way costs much less. I 
am at a loss to understand this. If I want water on my land, I am 
glad to give up right-of-way to a canal to get water on it. Do I 
understand if the Federal Government is doing it you have to pay 
much more for it than if your office contacts them ? 

Mr. ALExANbeR. That is very true, Mr. Chairman. Your state- 
ment that you would be glad to give right-of-way to your property 
is true. But if we go to Mr. Jones, who is down another mile, and 
he says I want $500 an acre for the right-of-way through my prop- 
erty 

Senator AnprrsoN. You still have the right of condemnation. 

Mr. Atexanprr. Then we come back to you, and you say if he is 
going to get that type of money, I do, too. Pretty soon you get to 
the point where you are paying the actual value of the land through 
everyone's property because if one man is going to get it, I am going 
to get it, too, because we all have to foot the bill in the long run. 
We have been able through committees within our district to get 
the cost of the right-of-way down to a very reasonable rate, and the 
farmers work right with the district in setting up the system and 
getting the improvements. 

Senator ANpersON. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. AvexAnpver. I don’t think there is any use of my going any 
further into the statement. I will be happy tO answer any questiol 

Senator ANDERSON. Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. O’Sullivan. 


STATEMENT OF VIRGIL O’SULLIVAN, ATTORNEY AT LAW, 
SACRAMENTO VALLEY, CALIF. 


Mr. O’Sunnivan. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have bmitte 
1 written statement in regard to this distribution system bill. 
(The Statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF VIRGIL O'SULLIVAN ReGARDING S. 405 (SMart. Prosectrs Bi) 
ND S. 518 (DISTRIBUTI SYsikM BILL) 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the subcommittee, my name is Virgil O’Sulli- 
van. Iama practicing attorney at law at Colusa County, Calif., and a farmer- 
owner, farming with my family some 3,500 acres of land, SOO acres of which are 
irrigated by water furnished through the 125,000-acre Glenn-Colusa Lrrigation 
District from the natural flow of the Sacramento River. 

Representing: I ama member of the Sacramento Valley Irrigation Committee, 
which represents the interests of the owners of 200,000 acres of unirrigated land 
in Butte, Colusa, Glenn, and Tehama Counties. I am attorney for the Colusa 
County Water District, West Side Water District, Cortina Water District, 
Dunnigan Water District, and La Grande Water District, constiiuting some 
60,000 acres of dry land to be irrigated from the Sacramento Valley canals unit of 
the CVP. I am associate counsel for reclamation district 2057, covering some 
225,000 acres, and for the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District. 

Background: I have spent 15 years of actual farming on irrigated and unirri- 
rated Jand und in the production of livestock. I was born and raised on a 
farm. My family first settled in Colusa County in 1851. 

History of past irrigation district financing in Sacramento Valley: Financing 
was usually over a short period of 20 years by general obligation bonds without 
any provision for moratorium in bad years. The result was that in depression 
vears and vears of crop failures landowners defaulted wnd lost their lands to 
the districts, and the districts defaulted on State and county taxes, and title 
became vested in the State. Reconstruction Finance Corporation financing 
saved some of these districts during the 1930’s. Governmental long-term (40- 
to 50-vear repayment period) financing for distribution systems with interest- 
free money is the solution. 

In many of these smaller districts, however, Bureau of Reclamation costs are 
high due*to the Federal reclamation law requirements of expensive and elaborate 
engineering studies and approval at high levels. 'sually the Bureau of Recla- 
mation necessarily requires the complete system of distribution to be built at 
one time. 

S. 5138 and H. R. 108 and §S. 405 would allow the water and irrigation districts 
to build the relatively simple distribution systems at 25 to 30 percent reduction 
in cost. The use of interest-free money would reduce the total water cost to the 
district landowners. 

Examples: Recently, the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District built 20 miles of 
120 second-foot capacity canal, complete with 1 pumping stand and 8 relifts 
at a cost of less than $10,000 per mile. The Corning Canal—the bids for which 
have been let by the Bureau at a price of $600,000 for the first 6 miles—averaged 
$100,000 per mile. 

No district in the Sacramento Valley has ever matured within a few years 
and it is not expected that these districts will do so. If the district could be 
allowed to construct whatever portion of its distribution system is necessary 
immediately, it could later add the necessary arteries and capillaries. The 
result would be a reduced overhead cost which would benefit the landowners 
to a considerable extent. 
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the largest ben 0 O00 acres, that being in the district and on the iob 
we can do these things quite a little cheaper, and we won't have to have 
the elabe rate and, a | ly, neces ir") safeocuards which are required 
at the present time in the way of preliminary surveys and surveys and 
approvals at higher levels. 

We have had some experience in existing districts, one district in 
which we have a considerable acreage of land. We recently built a 
retake canal to recapture their drainage water. It cost them some 
$10,000 a mile to build that canal, including the pumping system. 
Recently the United States Government has let a bid on the Corning 
Canal. I don’t say you don’t have other problems in the Corning 
Canal, because you do, but that is costing $100,000 a mile to build. 

Senator Anperson. How do they compare in size ? 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. I think they are about the same. I think they 
are 120-foot second canals. 

Senator ANprrson. I think you better get the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion to testify on this. You are testifying that one group builds for 
$10,000 and the Bureau takes $100,000. That is a pretty severe in 
dictment of the Government building anything. 

Mr. O’Sciuivan. I am not indicting the Bureau generally on that 
testimony. There are different problems. ‘There are different sorts, 
I eannot help it. | just know we can build those small, relatively 
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small distribution systems a lot heaper than you can wit the nece 
sary safeguard system that is set up under the Federal law. 
Senator ANprersoN. Are you familiar with the Federal highway 


program that is administered by the State highway comn ( if 
all, where they have Federal-aid project ind someth state pro 
ects / . 
Mr. O’Suuuivan. No, I am not, 
Senator Anprerson. You would not know whether the same rat 


would run in there or not ? 
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Mr. OSuuuivan. Just for something to talk about. 
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Mr. O’Sutuivan. That is right. As I sav. there are other 1 


in there, but there isa ditference. 

Senator Anprerson. Would the 160-acre limitation hay 
nthis at all? 

Mr. O’SuL.Livan. No. 
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; . 
senator ANDERSON. Lt don t orry avout them velhe tare i 


vdoU acres myself, and I am not worrie ibout the 160-acre 


myself. 

Mr. O’Svuunivan. That is the wav we feel about it. 

Senator Kucuren. Mr. Chairman, the third section of the bill do 
provide “except aus herein otherwise proy ded the prov oO Ot thre 
Federal reclamation laws, and Acts amendatory thereto, are cont ed 
in full force and effect.” 

senator ANDI RSON, We want to get o1 to the other bill. 

Senator Kucuent. Do I understand, then, Mr. O’Sullivan, that you 
recommend that this committee act favorably on H. R. 103 in the 
verbiage that it comes before us now / 
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Mr. O’Sutuivan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuen. You have no amendments to offer ? 

Mr. O’Sutiivan. No. 

Senator Kucnen. Generally speaking, then, is that your under- 
standing of the districts in California who would be interested in this 
legislation ? 

Mr. O’Sutuivan. Yes. 

Senator Kucue.. Do you know of any opposition by any of the ir- 
rigation districts who could take advantage of this legislation were it 
adopted ¢ 

Mr. O’Sunuivan. None. 

Senator Kucnen. And they all in your judgment agree that the 
reclamation law should apply, ine ‘luding what the chairman suggested, 
the limitation provisions / 

Mr. O’SuLLIvVAN. Yes. 

Senator ANDE BAOW. Thank you very much. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator A. WDERSON. The next witness is Mr. Welsh. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY- 
MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Wexsnu. In the interest of time, and not because of a lack of in- 
terest on the part of the — il Reclamation Association, I would 
appreciate it if I might merely file my statement for the record and 
unless there are questions, I on t believe it is necessary that I take up 
the time of the committee. 

Senator AnpEeRsON. Very well. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT BEFORE SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION IN 
CONNECTION WITH HEARINGS To BE HELD ON H. R. 103 ann S, 513, By WILLIAM 
E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, WASH- 
INGTON, D. C. 


My name is William B. Welsh. I am secretary-manager of the National Rec- 
lamation Association. 

My purpose in appearing before the committee at this time is to support H. R. 
103 and S. 513 designed to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to enter into 
eontract with local irrigation districts or other local water-user organizations 
whereby the local organization would be permitted to construct a distribution 
system on an authorized Federal reclamation project. 

Such action was authorized by a resolution adopted at the last annual meet- 
ing of the National Reclamation Association which is herein quoted as follows: 


“RESOLUTION NO. 33, IRRIGATION DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 


“Whereas for a number of years the National Reclamation Association has 
favored legislation to provide for construction of irrigation distribution systems 
by local agencies; and 

‘Whereas a bill incorporating the principle of local construction of irrigation 
distribution systems was drafted, which bill, H. R. 9981, was pased by the House 
of Representatives but which was lost in the Senate in the closing hours of the 
83d Congress ; Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, that the National Reclamation Association hereby endorses the 
principles of the distribution system bill, H. R. 9981, and asks the passage of 
such legislation in the 84th Congress substantially in accordance with the pro- 
visions of that bill.” 

The primary purpose of this resolution and also of the proposed legislation 
now before the committee for consideration is to make available to local organ- 
izations interest-free money on the same basis that it would be available if the 
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Federal Government, instead of the local organizations, should construct the dis- 
tribution systems of an authorized Federal reclamation project. 

The fundamental reasoning back of this approach is the fact that local organ 
izations can construct the distribution systems of a project cleaper than the Fed 
eral Government can construct them. The distribution systems are local in 
character. The cost of operation by the Federal Government is, of necessity, 
encumbered by redtape, procedure, and many formal requirements that are not a 
part of a local government’s or organization’s method of operation. Plans and 
specifications prepared by the local engineers of the Federal Government must be 
approved first by the area engineer, then by the regional office, then by the Den- 
ver office and perhaps others before it is finally approved. When the designing 
is done by the local organization, it is done once. That is all there is to it. <A 
detailed, lengthy review of every procedure by the Federal Government costs a 
lot more than the simplified procedure of the local organization. Engineers have 
estimated that the increase in cost by the Federal Government over the cost by 
local organizations may run from 80 to 50 percent higher. 

Furthermore, this procedure would result in many instances in considerable 
saving of time. The local organization quite often can construct the laterals and 
distribution systems while the reports, if they have to go through all the federal 
agencies, were in the process of being approved. 

Furthermore, the method proposed herein would not require an outlay of cost 
or expenditrues by the Federal Government. It would leave that money available 
for other purposes. 

We note that S. 513 would impose several restrictions which are not contained 
in the bill which passed the House—H. R. 103. Some of these restrictions may 
be all right. We do not approve of the provision which would permit the Secre 
tary to require a contribution of 10 percent of the cost of the construction of the 
distribution systems. That would not be required if the Bureau of Reclamatior 
were authorized to construct the distribution systems and we do not see the 
necessity of requiring it if they are to be constructed by local organizations, 


especially when the local organization is required to make available all rights-of 
Way necessary. We believe that the less restrictions that are placed on this sort 
of procedure, the better it will be for all concerned. 

es 


Ve strongly urge the enactment of legislation along the lines embodied in 
H. R. 103 and S. 513 and believe that it is a progressive step in the right diree 
tion toward bringing the reclamation program closer to the people living on the 
project, including those who are most intimately concerned with the entire 
program. 

Mr. Wetsu. I would like to mention one point, however. With 
respect to the land limitations, this legislation app lies only to au 
thorized reclamation projects, and that question in already settled. 

Senator Anprerson. Yes; I recognize that. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF ROBERT McCARTY, OF ELY, McCARTY 
& DUNCAN, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. McCarry. Mr. Chairman, my name is Robert McCarty, mem- 
ber of the law firm of Ely, McCarty & Duncan, with offices in the 
Tower Building, Washington. 

Mr. A. D. Edmonston, State engineer of California, and executive 
officer of the water project authority of the State, has asked us to 
present in his unavoidable absence his views on behalf of the State on 
the legislation before you. 

Senator Kucuen. Do you have a copy? 

Mr. McCarry. Yes. It came by telegram this morning, was copied, 
and passed out to the committee. 

The statement is as follows: 

The principle contained in H. R. 103 and related measures, now before you, 
is in accord with the policy expressed by the State of California in a presenta- 
tion made in May 1954 to the task force on water resources and power of the 


Hoover Commission. In that presentation the State urged the enactment of 
Federal legislation to permit loans of interest-free money to assist State and 
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of safeguards along that line. 





SMALL PROJECTS—DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 61 


Thank you very much. Are there any other witnesses? 


Mr. Lixneweaver. No, sir. There is a telegram from the County 
of Alpine. 

Senator AnpERSON. We will put that in the record. 

(The telegram referred to follows :) 


SACRAMENTO, CALIF., March 30, 1955 
SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C 
Review of S. 405 and §S. 513 indicates that needs of Alpine County, Calif., 
and Markleeville Public Utility District can be served under these bills Much 
of additional needed water supply is supplemental to presently irrigated lands 
which have been developed over the past 100 years by individual owners or groups 
of farmers. Such supplemental water and that required for high altitude farm 
1 


id grazing land is available under California appropriative and riparian water 





law under existing filings when suitable financing is available. Economic feasi 
lity depends to a large extent on the interest rate, and on low overhead 


engineering and construction costs. 

The local agencies prefer to own and manage the necessary storage, power, 
and distribution facilities subject to suitable loan provisions as outlined in 
a VeTIC lies 


8S, 405 and $8. 513 the principal of contractual agreements between | 


1 Govern- 





d the Secretary on financial matters, ind repayment obligatior 


ment ope ration Only when in default on contract tern is desirable 
Such contracts have been proposed in Alpine County’s comments on the 
Washoe project which have been forwarded to the Secretary by the State engineer. 
Since about half of the water needed will be supplemental to existing inadequate 
plies for land holdings which are minimal for economic operatic inder 
foreseeable farming conditions, it is imperative that water supply be assured for 
| economically irrigable land in the county. 
C’or | \r} 1 
Iyy Lori I BLAKELEY 
( ) s/f gq iin P07 
MARK LE Puss Intry Dy 
LOREN I LAKELEY, Manager 


STATEMENT FROM BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Senator AnpErson. We will ask the Bureau of Reclamation to 


comment on the reference by Withesses to allewe WV nigh 
costs in its construction of distribution systems. When el 


! 
received, if will be made a part of the record. 


(The material referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMI oO ry I 
I} EAU OF REC! ATI 


Washington 25, D.C., April 22, 1 
Hon. JAMES FE. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 


My Dear SENATOR Murray: Letters of April 2, 1955, and April 12, 1955, from 
Mr. Goodrich W. Lineweaver, on behalf of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, suggested that the Bureau prepare a statement with respect 
to overhead costs on the construction of irrigation distributior SVstelns It is 
our understanding that the statement should be responsive to comments 
Senator Anderson in his questioning of witnesses on S. 513, H. R. 108, 8. 164, 
and 8. 405 dealing with small projects and distribution systems 

I hope the attached statement outlining Bureau cosis will meet t eeds 
of the committee, I, or other members of the Bureau, will be glad t Deni 
mn this subject before the subcommittee if it so desires. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. A. DEXHEIMER 


Commissioner 


61720—55——-5 
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SUREAU OF RECLAMATION, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT—STATEMENT ON 
CONSTRUCTION Costs OF IRRIGATION DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 


This statement has been prepared at the suggestion of the Senate Committe: 
on Interior and Insular Affairs in connection with hearings on S. 513, H. R 
103, S. 164, and S. 405 relating to the distribution systems and small projects 
During hearings on March 81, 1955, testimony was given by private witnesses 
to the effect that Bureau “overhead” for engineering and supervision ran as 
high as 45 percent of the construction cost of distribution systems built by 
the Bureau for Central Valley irrigation districts. This testimony also indi 
eated that private or local engineering organizations habitually do that tyyx 
of work for 10 to 15 percent, including all costs. 

Studies of cost accounting systems in common use by engineering and con 
struction organizations, in the Federal Government and in private industry 
do not disclose a uniform or standard use of the term overhead. In fact, the 
term is used in such a loose and very general sense that an intelligent com 
parison of overhead costs cannot be made without complete supporting detail 
Classifying an expenditure as overhead or as direct production cost would 
involve complex rules tailored to each level and type of organization, and to 
each method of doing work. Consequently, the Bureau of Reclamation does 
not use such an accounting Classification, but follows the generally accepted 
method of classifying costs by specific functions or purposes, including a grou) 
of subitems under the heading of “General expense.” This type of classi 
fication is practical is ready analysis and comparison among projects and 
organizations. 

“Construction cost control,” as recommended by the construction division 
of the American Society of Civil Engineers and published in book form, is an 
example of this use of general expense. It should be understood however 
that general expense is not necessarily synonymous with overhead or with 
direct or indirect costs. General expense may be high or low depending on 
the extent to which the contract method of construction is used, the standards 
of quality required, and the availability of preexisting data and facilities 
High general expense may also contribute to low production costs. The services 
generally performed by private engineering firms for clients are not inclusive 
of the functions carried out under the heading “General expense.” 

Differences in cost between distribution systems constructed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation or by private engineering firms would necessarily be minor if the 
work was performed under competitive bids by contractors, and if the same 
standards of design and workmanship were required. There is no reason to 
believe that a contractor would submit lower bids to private firms for work under 
the same specifications 

It is true that large construction savings can be had by designing cheaper 
structures, omitting items not essential to the delivery of water, lowering stam 
ards of finish and appearance, and taking greater risks on protective measure 
However, these items affect safe, continuous, and economical operation of the 
system over its life. High construction standards, while high in cost, result it 
significant savings in operation and maintenance and in longer life, that more 
than offset the additional initial investment. The districts in the Central Valley 
have been aware of these factors and have been given the opportunity to consider 
alternative designs and lower standards. In most cases they prefer the more 
expensive and complete designs for the increased efficiency and life obtained 
The districts themselves have an opportunity, to a large extent, to obtain the type 
of construction they prefer. The Bureau must, however, be assured that the 
system will be successful and have an economical life at least equal to the repay 
ment period. 

In areas where agencies of the Federal Government such as the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the Geological Survey have been active in making enginecring 
and hydrological investigations, developing basic data for irrigation systems 
and for dam sites, it has been customary to make these data available to private 
engineering firms on request. These private firms are interested in providing 
technical service to districts, utilities, and private organizations which are spon- 
soring and will be responsible for repayment of the cost of construction of the 
facilities required. 

Data prepared by the Government and made available to consulting engineer 
ing firms greatly facilitate the preparation of reports and cost estimates for their 
clients. This has a material effect on the ability of the private engineering firms 
to charge low rates for such services and that is one reason why an “overhead” 
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“ 
harge such as 15 percent is possible Should the Government be require 
charge for making such data available, it would increase the fees of the cousu 


g firms on the assumption they would pass such charges on to their clients 

Che attached table on percentage relationship of Costs is bused on three typical 
listribution systems constructed by the Bureau on the Central Valley project 
It shows that item 5, direct Construction Contract cost, is TO percent of total cost 
and that all other Bureau costs amount to about 80 percent of total cost It will 
be seen that this 30 percent of total cost is about 48 pereent of the construction 
contract work. Presumably, it is this latter type of percentage, or “markup” on 
the contract cost, that is referred to by the private engineers as Bureau “inci 
lental and overhead costs.” 

This 380 percent of total cost (or 48 percent of construction contract costs) is 
not usually performed by local engineers for 15 percent While conracts vary as 
to scope, private engineers’ fees of 15 percent cover only a small part of the 48 
percent for the Bureau. Most of item 1, probably all of item 2, and parts of items 
7 and 8 would fall on the district Item 4, and a substantial part of item 6 
would be added to the construction contract. The engineers would then actually 
supply only item 38, and probably parts of items 1 and 6, for which 15 percent 
would be a generous figure. Thus, 2 15 percent engineering fee does not indicate 
a lower total cost to the district and appears somewhat high Compared to Bureau 


COSTS. 


Percentage relationship of types of costs incurred in the construction of 
distribution. systems 
Percent 
1. Investigations: Engineering, surveys, agricultural, and power studies 
hydrologic studies, geology and explorations, economic studies, plans 


and estimates, reports 6 
~. Land and rights: Purchase of rights-of-way, easements, damages, 

cadastral surveys, appraisals, titles, deeds, fees, and all other costs in 

connection with acquiring land { 


Designs and specifications: Preparation of construction designs, draw 

ings, specifications, contract advertisement, bids, award, procurement 
schedules, engineers’ estimates 1 

t. Service facilities: Construction of temporary offices, housing, shop 

warehouses, service utilities, equipment, tools, laboratories, transpor 
tation equipment, testing facilities, ete 8 

». Construction contracts: Payments to contractors, vendors, and sup 

pliers, for construction and permanent materials and equipment in 


corporated in the project it) 
Construction engineering and supervision: Construction surveys and 
layouts, inspection, tests, project engineering during construction lo. 
(. General services: Project administration, accounting, personnel, sup 
ply, medical, police and guides, general office expense 
%. Charges from associated offices: Miscellaneous expense for project 
services performed by regional and Denver offices 2 
Total 100 
NOTES 
1. Investigations These costs may precede construction by several years and accumulate 
ver a long period of time prior to receiving construction appropriations, and cover mans 
changes in scope and plans Includes costs not usually charged to construction in private 
work 
2. Land costs vary extremely by localities and bear no direct relation to construetior 
costs Vary from zero in cases of free or donated land to large amounts in Intensivels 


developed areas 

i enentech: ‘aikeibiiiaida nici: Wainy danaah inhi wah ‘aia Samael 
separately by the Bureau for installation by the contractor, plus transportation and 
warehousing costs 

4. General services and charges from associated offices may usually be combined as of 
a similar overhead type. Depending on location, it may be more economical to supply 
certain services from a regional office rather than one established at the site 


(Thereupon, at 11:30 a. m., the hearing was closed.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 31, 1955 


Unrrep Sratres SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS. 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 11:30 a. m., in the 
committee room, 224 Senate Office Bu Idine, Senator Clinton P. 
Anderson (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Clinton P. Anderson. New Mexico (chairman of 
the subcommittee) and Alan Bible, Nevada. 
Also present: Senators George W. Malone, Nevada; Thomas H. 
Kuchel, California; and Frank A. Barrett, Wyoming. 
Also present: Stewart French, chief counsel and staff director; 
Goodrich Lineweaver, staff member for reclamation; Elmer K., 
Nelson, consulting engineer; N. D. MeSherry, assistant chief clerk. 


Senator ANDERSON. The record will show that on Fel ry oO 


held bru f 


1 


order to accommodate two witnesses that we had here. we 
hearings on these bills, and desire now to supplement that testimony 
end add to it. 

senator Malone, | know you have some other re¢ pon bilitie ! 
connection with a finance hearing. Would vou like to be heard and 
be able to get back to your hearing ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE W. MALONE, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA 


Senator Martone. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I would. I am sorry I have 
neglected this subcommittee. Iam not a member of it, but I am very 
much interested in what it does, but we have had this fifth week on 
H. Rh. 1 in the Senate Finance Committee. It is quite a hassle, as you 
KNOW. 

Mr. Chairman, you will remember last year we spent a week or 10 
days on this type of bill, and we would meet a frantic effort to arrive 
at something that we could pass in that Congress. Some of us finally 
suggested—I was not alone in this, I think you were, yourself, Mr. 
Chairman—it might be better not to try to rush this too fast, but to 
study it. I think you are studying it now, and it is a proper thing. 

Soon after Congress convened on January 14, I discussed with vou, 
Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Kuchel. Mr. Goldwater, Mr. Dworshak, Mr. 
Barrett, Mr. Jackson, and Mr. Bible. my colleaoue from Nevada, and 
we thought it was well to ovet a bill in so that the Congressmen and 
Senators could be cognizant that it was going to come up again, 


VO 
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knowing full well that it would be not a perfect bill, but something to 


start discussion. 

I note that Mr. Watkins introduced another bill and that these two 
ure to be considered together. 

On March 17, I note that the Department of the Interior made 
report on both S, 164, introduced by Mr. Watkins, and S, 405, intro 
duced by myself with the already named Senators as cosponsors. So 
without rending this letter, I would like for it to be made a part of the 
record at this point. 

Senator ANperson. The report of the Department of Interior dated 
March 17, 1955, to Senator Murray on S. 164 and S. 405 will be 
Incorporated in the record. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF TIE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C... Mareh 17, 1955 
Hon. JAMES EF. Murnay. 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washingaton, D.C. 


My DkarR SENATOR MurRRAY: Reports have been requested from this Depart 
ment on S. 164 and S. 405, both of which are bills to supplement the Federa! 
reclamation laws by providing for Federal cooperation in non-Federal projects 
and for participation by non-Federal agencies in Federal projects. 

The general position of the Department of the Interior with respect to these 
two bills is the same as that which it took with respect to-S. 1628, 83d Congress 
in its letter of April 20, 1954, to your committee and with respect to H. R. 53801, 
83d Congress, in its letter of April 16, 1954, to the House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. In those letters we said that we were in accord with what 
we understood to be the principal purpose of S. 1628 and H. R. 5301, viz, that of 
encouraging participation by State and local agencies in the Development of 
reclaination projects through Federal loans and grants to such agenvies. We also 
said that the field of action which would be opened to this Department by the 
enactment of legislation carrying out such a purpose would be a wide one and 
would be a desirable complement to that which is now open to it under the Fed 
eral reclamation laws In addition your committee will be interested to note 
that the President’s budget for the tiscal year ending June 30, 1956, forecasts 
(p. 830) the later transmission, upon enactment of suitable basic legislation, 
of a request for a $10 million appropriation “to provide for Federal cooperation 
with State, local governments, or private persons in their water-resource de 
velopments.” 

The two bills that are now before us vary somewhat from each other and from 
the draft of measure which we recommended for consideration last year. The 
principal differences are these: 

(1) Both bills are limited to the 17 Western States. Our recommendation 
was for a program that, subject to congressional consideration as individual 
proposals came along, would be nationwide. 

(2) Both bills propose that their benefits shall extend only to projects or 
units or features of projects having an estimated cost of not more than $5 million 
Our recommendation did not include a dollar limitation. The language of the 
two bills varies somewhat in the definition of the term “project” but, apart from 
the $5 million limitatios, that of S. 164 follows closely the definition recom 
mended by us. 

(3) S. 164 would, if enacted, require review of any proposal coming under 
it by all of the States of the river basin in which the project is to be located: 
S. 405 would require review only by the particular State or States in which the 
project is to be located. Our proposal was the same as that of S. 164 in this 
respect. 

(4) Neither S. 164 nor S. 405 contains provisions, such as those which were 
suggested in our draft substitute for H. R. 5301, to implement their declared 
purpose of encouraging State and local participation in the development of proj 
ects authorized under the Federal reclamation laws as well as the development 
of similar projects not so authorized. In other words, the details of these bills 
treat only with the latter class of undertakings. 
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5) Both bills propose a limitation of 25 percent of the reimbursable costs 
the project as the amount which may be required to be contributed by an 
pplicant organization This limitation will, in some cases, override the bills 
ther requirement that the organization beat all costs of acquiring lands, in 
erests in land, and rights to the use of water” required for the success of the 


ject. Our recommendation with respect to TL Ro S301 placed no limit on 
proportion of the cost which the applicant organization might be required t 
ar, specifically provided that all costs of acquiring lands, interests in lind 
ud rights to the use of water be borne by the organization in the case of 
non-Federal projects, and provided in general that preference hould be 


ven to applicants in the order of the proportion of contributions proposed fo 

made by them 

(6) S. 164 provides that contracts involving projects the estimated cost of which 
is over $200,000 shall not be executed by the Secretary until the project proposal 
nd the contract have been approved by act of Congress. S. 405 provides for 
secution of all contracts by the Secretary after a stated period during which 

proposal is required to lie before the Committees on Interior and Tnsula 


\ffiairs of the Senate and House of Representatives or, if the Congress is not 
n session, before the chairman and ranking minority member of each suel 
mimittee. Our proposal envisaged affirmative approval by the Congress of 


very proposal before a contract is negotiated and executed 
(7 


) Both of the bills contemplate the making of loans to finance incidental 


ower developments. Neither of them, if may be added, is altogether clear 
vhether the provision for payment of interest is applicable both to pumping 
wer and to commercial power or only to the latter. Our proposal involved 


power only insofar as it would be used for pumping purposes and contemplated 
non-interest-bearing loans for that purpose 

Many of the points of difference between S. 164 and S. 405, on the one hand, 
und our draft of substitute for H. R. 5501, on the other hand, were carefully 
onsidered by your committee last year and require no comment at this time 
With respect to others, however, and particularly with respect to those which 
bear upon the problem of the extent of Federal participation, your attention is 
nvited to the letter dated April 9, 1954, from the Bureau of the Budget which 
was attached to our report on H. R. 5301 and reprinted in Senate Report No 
~472. S8d Congress. The general tenor of the Bureau of the Budget’s letter 
was to urge increased non-Federal participation in the development and financing 
of small projects. We recommend that your committee reexamine particularly 
the matters outlined under (5) and (7) above and that the bills be amended 
to exclude from their coverage loans for the development of commercial power 
facilities, to remove the limitation on the proportion of local contributions 
that the Secretary may require, to provide that the local organizations shall, in 
all cases, be required to finance the cost of land and water-right acquisitions 
except in those instances in which Government lands within the administrative 
jurisdiction of this Department are involved or in which the lands or water 
gehts have already been acquired by the Government for an authorized reclama 
tion project, and to provide that the contracting organization shall be required 
to repay all costs incurred by the Government which would be repayable by it 
f the undertaking were being constructed by the Government 

We recommend that, with appropriate amendments, 8. 164 or S. 405 be enacted 

Because we are informed that there is a particular urgency for the submission 
of the views of this Department on S. 164 and 8. 405 on which, I am advised 
your committee has already held hearings, this report is being submitted prior 
to Clearance through the Bureau of the Budget In these circumstances, no 
commitment can be made concerning the relation of the bills or of the views 
herein expressed to the program of the President 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 

tssistant Secretary of the Interim 


Senator Martone. Mr. Chairman, as I said, I will submit a more 
complete statement at a later date, but T want to say at this pomt I 
favor this type of legislation. I favor a bill that would minimize 
the difficulty in the improvement of existing projects, and perhaps 
extended to smaller projects that would especially be supplemental 
ona river that is already under improvement. But there are smaller 
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projects of very reason ib le cost, if the procedure and ap yproach could 
be simplified to show the sympathetic attitude of Congress toward 
rounding out a a sup . ylementing a water supply on the rivers of the 
arid and semiarid are: 

As this entire Seutantiies understands, and I am sure the Senate is 
cognizant, you are not trying to bring in more land, you are not 


try) ng to start anything new. What you are trying to do i is to protect 
» fa ies that an alrea ly livine on these streams. 

‘J bere are scenes technica i] a that arise here, One is au 

thorizing the Secretary of Interior to proceed with the construction 


of a project, providing he can get the Appropriation C oe and 
the Congress, without —s the project for a study by this com 
mittee or further action by the senate and the Hous se. To my mind, 


Mr. Chairman, it raises a very erjious question. It is water on the 
wheel of more and more power in the executive branch of Govern 
ment, that is, se p rating the power that is by the Constitution of the 
United States purposely placed in the legislative branch as a means 
of balancing and c ne kine the three branches of government. Those 


two branches always vying for power, especially the executive branch, 
make a difficult situati n. 

I want to get back to the Senate Finance Committee as soon as 
possible, but I would lke to say that the ere Is the question of separation 
economy through fixing of 
duties and tariffs and regulation for baited ti ade. It placed in the 
hands of the executive the regulation of the foreign policy. It 
pointedly separates the regulation of domestic economy and foreign 
policy. 

Some of us think after many years of study that Washington, 
Jefferson, Franklin, had been pushed around so much by a type of 
government that had both the regulation of domestic economy and 
foreign poliey at their fingertips, that we do not helieve that (‘on-. 
gress should tie them together without amending the Constitution 
ina regular way. It is a serious thing. But it is the same type of 
thine that has been going on here for 2 or 38 decades of Congress 
gradually releasing its power to the executive. 

A bill could be passed here—and this is why I bring up the matter 
that a project might cost a nominal amount and it would be in the 
hands of the Secretary, and in 5, 10, or 20 years he would suddenly 
say, “We will build this sche? > and come down to the Appropria- 
tions Committee and say that Congress has already authorized him 
to start. “It is simply a matter of your giving me the money to 
start” and there it goes. That could very easily lead to 2 million, 
5 million, 50 million, as 1 step leads to another. I am afraid of it. 
If that can be done with a safeguard and setting no precedent, my 
skull is not knit against it at all. I merely bring it up as a bridge to 
be crossed eventually. 

There are many advantages to this type of legislation. We have 
two or perhaps more projects in the State of Nevada which need only 
improvement or supplemental work, relatively low in cost. I know 
the 11 States and I think now we can say the 17 Western States are 
in the same position. It is a very important piece of legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I will be available any time you want to call me to 
discuss it further. I know it is in good hands, and I know your in- 


of powers, the reoul: clomes 
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ense interest in the matter, and Senator Bible of my own State is a 


; es 
ember of your subcommittee 
t right now I just wanted 1 


leration. I will submit a 


Chairman. ‘That completes 1 


Mir. Welsh 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM 


NATIONAL REC 


CL wrtel Wa oton, 
| would desire 1 Lo} 
1 1 
l ! ror thre CPCOT i! qd thel 
Vere n tha fateh { 
sel \ DER N \\ ( 
I if Latenie t rere) i to 
S r ON SMALL Prowee Ss 
MANAGER, NATIONAL Rt 


My hame is Wi im Wels] 


Reclamation Association with hei 


smati projects legislation ha lhe 


mong the reclamation people of tl 


and has the same interest that I h ive, 


o make these 2 Or © poll { for your con- 


further supplemental statement, Mr. 


l\ 1" Phhdddeu { hie! 


E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, 


LAMATION ASSOCIATION 


1 7 1 
1I Vin Chair h LO omit I tate 
tO Ake a Te comments on thre pe nt 

ect i { o ord 

fol] ) 


Iquarters in Washington, D. C, 
re widespread interest and universal support 
e West, including the members of the National 





Reclamation Association, than any other legislation come my a n 
tion in a good Many years Che | projects leg whicl Ss be é 
dorsed by NRA would bring reclamation down to the grassroo If 
the people within the area an opportunity to construct their own reclamation 
projects with interest-free money. For a good many years there has been a wide 
gap between the smaller water facility projects by the Department of Agriculture 
nd the la ve Bureau of Reclamati: projects This g ph often been referred 
oas “no man’s land.’ There are hundreds of proposed worthy projects through 
out the West that are too big for the Department of Agriculture because of the 
imit imposed by law and too small 1 the Bureau of Reclama "N of 
the necessary red tape and involved proce re whicl re ce le ne \ 
with project ch as Hoove 1, Grand Coulee nd othe Phe ill 
projects bill would bridge that gap It would ] lean of co ng 
those projects on an economical basis 

RESOLUTION URGES IMPORTANCE OF SMALL PROJECTS LEGISLATION 


The following resolution clearly 
mation Association with respect t 
portance of early action. 


RESO! ION 


sets forth the position of the National Recla- 


small projects legislation and urges the im 


“Whereas for a number of years the National Reclamation Association has 


favored legislation to promote the 
and 

“Whereas a bill incorporating tl 
project program was drafted 
of Representatives but which was 


Which bill, H. R. 5301, was 


» development of small reclamation projects 


ie principles of a desirable small reclamation 





passed by the House 
lost in the Senate in the closing hours of the 


S3d Congress: Now, therefore be it 


“Resolved, That the National I 


teclamation Association hereby endorses the 


principles of the small projects bill, H. R. 5301, and asks the passage of such 
legislation in the 84th Congress substantially in accordance with the provisions 


of that bill.” 
NRA SMALI 


Five years ago this spring the 


2 PROJECTS COM MITTEI 


then president of our association, Harry E 


Polk, Williston, N. Dak., appointed a special small projects committee to repre- 


sent the National Reclamation Association on this important matter. 


He named 
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as chairman of that committee John Bliss, State engineer of New Mexico. Mr 
Bliss has continued as our small projects committee chairman ever since that 
time. This committee has held several meetings every year since the first meet- 
ing was held in 1950. 

OBJECTIVES—SIMPLIFIED PROCEDURE 


I would like to point out and to emphasize the fundamental and the primary 
objective that the NRA committee has had in mind ever since it started work 
on small-projects legislation has been to “simplify procedure and thereby reduc 
costs.” 

In that connection I would like to quote from Fred E. Buck, State engineer 
Montana, who has served on our small projects committee ever since the com 
mittee was first set up. Mr. Buck, because of his experiences in building smal! 
projects in the State of Montana by the State and also through loans negotiated 
with various Federal agencies, is able to speak with authority. He is perhaps 
one of the best-posted men in the entire West on small projects. 

First, I would like to quote from a letter which Mr. Buck addressed to John H 
Bliss, chairman, NRA small projects committee, under date of September 25, 1951 
Mr. Buck said, “Of course we all know that the present reclamation law gives 
the Bureau of Reclamation jurisdiction to build what we call small projects 
but on account of the overhead expense of investigations, ete., it is not practica 
for the Bureau to build these projects. 

“Now what I am afraid of is if the proposed bill passes and the matter is place: 
within the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior the Bureau will write 
a set of rules under which loans can be made that will load the borrower with 
so many restrictions that the overhead expense will be still too high to make 
the projects feasible. If the bill passes and is turned over to the Interior Depart 
ment, my prediction is that the rules that they write will not be too different 
from the rules they already have for small projects and the final result will be 
no better than we already have under the reclamation law 

“Tf the final outeome of this proposed bill does not result in very much simpli 
fied methods from those now employed by the Bureau, then the bill will be no 
different from what we already have in the reclamation law and our effort will 
be wasted.” 

In a letter dated March 7, 1952, addressed to the NRA secretary-manager, Mr 
suck again points out the danger of having legislation which would permit too 
much redtape and too much involved procedure to the end that it would nullify 
the intent and purpose of our small-projects legislation. On April 28, 1952, in a 
letter addressed to Hon. Mike Mansfield, Mr. Buck stated, “In drafting this legis 
lation, the aim of the committee has been to simplify the procedure as much as 
possible and to eliminate a long, drawn-out period of time between the time of 
making an application for a loan and obtaining the funds for construction work.’ 

Thus, it is very evident that the NRA small projects committee has had as its 
No. 1 objective all through the years “to simplify procedure and to cut out un 
necessary redtape.” 

SENATE COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS 


Our NRA small projects committee and quite generally those who are inter 
ested in small projects legislation throughout the West are of the opinion that 
the amendments to H. R. 5301 which were added by the Senate committee a 
year ago would complicate the procedure and prolong the time required to ob 
tain a loan even though that loan might be for emergency improvements. 


CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATION 


One Senate committee amendment of a year ago would provide that projects 
costing more than $200,000 should be authorized by the Congress. Our small 
projects committee and every other group meeting that I have known about, 
including the annual meeting at Portland, Oreg. last fall, endorsed the bill as it 
was passed by the House a year ago which would permit the construction of 
projects up to $5 million upon approval by the Secretary. 


SECTION 1C OF FLOOD CONTROL ACT 1944 


The other Senate committee amendment of a year ago would require that the 
Secretary should comply with section 1C of the 1944 Flood Control Act regard- 
ing the reporting of projects to the governors within the affected river basin. 

If this committee feels that such a requirement is necessary, then we would 
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ike to see a provision aded which would exempt from that requirement those 
projects which deal with rehabilitation of existing projects or which do not 
alter or effect a water right or a water supply. We do not believe that it is 
logical to require that a small rehabilitation project in Montana wait 90 days 
or the comments of a Governor of Kansas before they could go ahead with 
what might be a very urgent rehabilitation and repair job on a small project 
in Montana. And of course the same could be said with respect to any sma 

project in any of the States in the great river basins of the West 


LAND LIMITATION 


The small projects bill as it passed the House a year ago and as it was approved 
by the Senate committee a year ago did not contain a provision which would 
provide for land limitation. We have been advised by several members of the 
House that it would be extremely difficult to obtain passage of a small projects 
bill this year if it did not contain some provision requiring land limitation 
hat is, a limit similar to that imposed by Federal reclamation law. The House 
committee is considering an amendment which would require the owner of excess 
jands——that is, lands over and above the size farm permitted under the Federal! 
reclamation law—to pay interest on the construction costs against such excess 
lands at the same rate that the Federal Government pays on borrowed money 
Our NRA committee and our board of directors are both on record to the effect 
that they would greatly prefer the small projects legislation without any land 
limitation provisions. But, if the committees of the Congress feel that it is 
advisable to have some such land limitation provisions added to the bill, then 
they would prefer the proposal just referred to above. In other words, if the 
committee considers such an amendment desirable, our association would support 
the bill with those amendments. 


PREFERENCE CLAUSI 


Some reference Was made by members of the committee at hearings e ie! 
in the session to the effect that the present bill does not contain a preference 

ause. As far as the NRA jis concerned, that is not important with respect 
to this legislation. For one reason, there would be very little, if any, powel! 
developed in connection with the small projects. There is another point, how 
ever, that I think should be emphasized and pointed out and it is this: Pract 
cally any borrower or any organization which could qualify under the small 
projects legislation would in itself be a preference customer under the terms 
of the law defining preference customers. It would appear to us rather ridicu 
lous to say to a preference customer that he must sell the power to a preference 
customer. 

Under the present law, REA’s and PUD’'s purchase power from projects which 
have been constructed with Federal money and are then permitted to sell that 
power to any company, individual, or group of individuals they desire. On the 
other hand, if a preference clause were added to this small-projects legislation, 
it would amount to saying to an irrigation district, for instance, that might be 
the borrower and the organization constructing the small projects that the 
irrigation district, which is just as much a preference customer under the law 
as an REA or a PUD—that an irrigation district should sell its power to a pret 
erence customer. We cannot see the logic in that proposal. However, if the 
committee feels that it is advisable to add a so-called preference clause, then 
we do not offer any objection 


UNIT OF A PROJECT 


There was some objection raised at the hearing earlier this session to the 
wording of the bill with respect to the definition of a project. In other words, 
that a unit of a project could qualify as a borrowing organization and that under 
the terms of the bill there might be any number of units of a large project each 
of which could qualify. In other words, in that manner it could become really 
a large project qualifying under the bill as several smali units We most 
assuredly would have no objection to clarifying that definition so that the intent 
and purpose as to small projects would be clarified. 
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The proposal has been made a number of times that the bill should be amended 

so as to cover the entire United States. We would really have no objection to 

such an amenament In fact. some of our members strongly believe that it 

should . nded. If the committee feels that such an amendment would be 


desirable, we would most assuredly support the legislation with that amend- 


{ 


1 Proposed ‘ ] et egislation has received widespread and in fact 
ilmost univer ipport m Reclamation people, including NRA members, 
hroughout the entire West 

The National Reclamation Association, through its officers and committees, 
has worked for mat years to obtain the enactment of legislation which would 

ovide the eal f constructing small pi cts on an economical basis. 

The objectives throughout have been to obtain simplified procedure, elimi- 
ation f hurdle nd less redtape, thereby reducing costs. Procedure should 
be eliminat un s it is necessary to protect the Government investment. 

1. The NIRA small-pr cts committee and every other group of interested 
individuals known 1 s have urged the enactment of legislation substantially 
the same as H. R 01 as it was passed by the House a year ago. SS. 405 would, 
we believe, come ser to meeting that requirement than §. 164. 

». Senate commit cndments.—A year ago the Senate committee added 
two amendments to the bill: 

(a) Projects costing more than $200,000 should be authorized by the Congress. 


This is not in accordance with the recommendations of the people whom I am 
authorized to represent 

(b) Require that the Secretary comply with reporting procedures outlined in 
section 1C of the 1944 Food Control Act. If the committee feels that this pro 
vision is necessary, then we believe that projects for rehabilitation and better 
ment only should be exempt 

6. Land limitations.—The bill as it passed the House and also as it was 

approved by the Senate committee a year ago contained no land limitation 
requirements. We would prefer to leave it that way. If the committee feels 
that some land limitation requirement is desirable, then we would prefer a pro- 
vision which would require the owner of excess lands to pay interest on the 
construction costs against said excess lands at the same rate that the Federal 
Government pays on borrowed money. 
7. At the January hearing some members of the committee objected that the 
bill did not contain a preference clause pertaining to the sale of hydroelectric 
power We have no objection to the adding of the preference clause, but we 
would call attention to our statement on page 5 of this subject. 

S. Unit of a project.—At the January hearing some members of the committee 
questioned the definition of a project as contained in the bill. We would have 
no objection whatsoever to an amendment which would strictly limit this legis. 
lation to small projects. 

9. Entire United States—Our board of directors authorized me to say that 
we would look favorably upon an amendment which would extend this legis- 
lation to cover the entire United States. 

We very greatly appreciate the consideration which has been given to small- 
projects legislation by this committee. 

Respectfully submitted 





Witi1AM E. WELSH, 
Secretary-Manager. 

Mr. Wetsu. Those points are covered in the summary of my state- 
ment. 

First I would like to say that the small projects legislation has re- 
ceived more widespread and universal support from reclamationists, 
including the members of our association, throughout the entire 
West, than any other legislation I have come in contact with during 
the 6 years I have been in Washington. There is very, very wide- 
spread interest in this legislation. 

The national association has been working on this problem since 
1946, when the first resolution was adopted and has been working 
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for many, many years. As you know, for the past 5 years, Mr. Chain 
man, the State engineer of your State has been acting as chairman 
of that committee. 

Ps .. 7 

he bil as 1t Was passed by the Louse cl year ALO, has been ap- 


proved in substance by our smal] project conlnittee, ana by every 
group meeting. and in fact every individual with whom I have talked 
concerning this legislati n. There is some ditlerence bet ween the 
bill which has passed the House and the bill as it was amended by 
the Senate committee a year ago. The Senate amendments wert 


briefly these: 

One would require the projects costing more than $200,000 to be 
authorized by the Congres 

senator ANDERS\ N. Do you object to that amendment / 

Mr. Wetsu. The peo} le | represent do. 

lator ANDI rol W hy ¢ 

Mr. Wetsi. The objective of our group from the time we first 

st: — to work on this program has been to simplify procedure in 


every way that we possibly can. We have had this large area in al 

most naa State in the West between the water Facility program 

ou the lower side and the Bureau of Reclamation with its larger pro 
A 


] ° ' 
ects on the lipper side. and that large arena in between there whie 


we have often referred to as no man’s land has not been getting any 
attention, or at least the attention and consideration that we thou cht 
should be given to it. 

One of the reasons 
through all the procedure, the recditape and the requirements that are 
expected, and I think properly required of the larger projects 
Every time you add one more procedure, you add one more straw 


has pee that they are not large e igh to go 


to the cumel’s back with those smaller project . Just as | quoted 


in my statement from two different letters from the State engineer 
of Montana who is one of the best po ted men on small pt rye { 

the West, that snag eter veneer tarot { desi Ss, a 1d one of his main 
Interests in this legislation all the Way through—that we do every 


thing we possil bly can to simplify procedure. 

Senator ANDERSON. You recognize though that in the bill we were 
just discussing a moment ago, and I hate to get the hearings mixed 
up, even if they were going to build a dist ‘bution SVS ( 
$100.00. it still had to be on plans approved bs the Se retary of In 
terior. 

Mr. Wetsu. Yes. 

Senator ANDERSON. So this reference to approval Is somewhat rela 
tive. We pass 100 claims bills in an afternoon without a bit of 
difficulty. Would it not be possible that after we develop a pro 
cedure in that matter that we would not spend quite as much time 
on the projects? You know the project for the development of tl 
Fryingpan-Arkansas cost $160 million passed the Senate on a Con 
sent Calendar. I think that is : i little too liberal, but nonetheless, if 
hap pened, 

[ am just wondering if this provision for authorization is too re 
strictive. Do you think it is? That is what you are here to Say, 
and if you do think it is, lam happy to have you say so. 

Mr. Wetsn. There was a very great deal ‘of disap ypointment on the 
part of everyone with whom I t: alked last year when they were advised 
that the limit had been put at $200,000, by the Senate committee. 
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Sentaor Anprerson. It was that or get no bill out at all. 

Mr. Wetsn. | would not question that. I do not know. 

Senator ANDERSON. Very well. 

Mr. Wersu. If the representatives of each of these projects are 
required to come back here and stay the length of time that seems 
to be necessary through hearings and through all this procedure, 
it runs the cost beyond the ability of those small projects in most 
instances. They just simply can’t do it. 

Senator ANperson. Again I say we handle a raft of claims bills 
I put through a number of private claims bills from people of my 
State—and the first one has yet to come to Washington to do any 
work on it. We do the work on it, and we might be able to do the 
work on these. Sut go ahead. 

Mr. Weisu. The other provision which was added by the Senate 
Committee a year ago would require the Secretary of Interior to 
comply with section 1 (c) of the 1944 Flood Control Act, meaning 
that he would have to report the bill, or submit the report to the 
governor of each of the affected States. The Governors in turn 
would be permitted to wait 90 days, if necessary, to file their comments. 

Senator AnbdERSON. Do you objec t to that ¢ 

Mr. Wes. Let me put it this way. If the committee feels that 
is necessary and advisable because of the interests of the various 
States in large river basins, then we would like to see an amendment 
to the bill which would eliminate from that requirement projects 
which are for rehabilitation and betterment only. For instance, it 
is difficult to see the necessity for a project in Montana for rehabilita 
tion and betterment to have to wait 90 days for the Governor of 
Kansas to submit his comments before they could go ahead with a 
little rehabilitation project. 

Senator ANpeErson. It may be that we have the language too 
broad, but there again ths at is what was necessary in order to get a 
bill passed. Many people who live downstream, who feel very keenly 
on this question, whether or not the roof State can put as many projects 
as it wants to on there and appropriate all the water, and say the 
people down below will get what is left 

Mr. Wetsu. I understand that. 

Senator Anperson. If you carry that to its logical conclusion, it 
would have some bearing on the upper Colorado River Basin project, 
for example. 

Mr. Weisu. They tell us that is true in the Rio Grande and Pecos. 

Senator ANDERSON. Certainly, and the Canadian. 

Mr. Wetsu. And Columbia and all of them. 

Senator Anperson. You propose that when a project is purely for 
rehabilitation and betterment it shall not apply. 

Mr. Wexsn. That is right. 

Senator Braie. That is because in no way that affects water rights. 

Mr. WELSH. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. I think that is a sensible suggestion. We might 
have done that if we had more time, but we were working against a 
pretty rough schedule in those last few days. Are those the only 
differences ¢ 

Mr. Wetsu. I would be glad to submit this language which we 
worked out this morning to the staff members of the committee, which 
we think will take care of that question. 
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Senator ANDERSON. I wish you would. 
The information referred to follows:) 


NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 8, 1955 
Messrs. G. W. LINEWEAVER and ELMER K. NELSON, 
Siaff members, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C 

GENTLEMEN: At the small projects hearings I agreed to submit suggested lan 
guage Which would, in my opinion, carry out the recommendations NRA was 
naking with respect to this legislation. 

Iam, therefore, suggesting for your consideration the following: 

S. 405, page 3, line 19. after the word “located” insert the following: “if the 
roposal is one for rehabilitation and betterment of existing works.” 

S. 405, page 7, strike section C and insert in lieu thereof the following 

‘(c) a plan of repayment by the organization of (1) the sums lent to it in not 

ore than fifty years from the date when the principal benefits of the project 
irst become available; and (2) interest, at the average rate, as determined by 
the Secretary of the Treasury, paid on the long-term’ interest-bearing, 

arketable securities of the United States outstanding at the beginning 
of the fiscal year preceding the date on which the contract is executed on that 
pro rata share of the loan which is attributable to furnishing irrigation bene 
fits in each particular year to land held in private ownership by any one ownet 
n excess of 160 irrigable acres; and (3) in the case of any project involving an 
lication to domestic, industrial, or municipal water supply, or commercial power 
produced as an element of the project and incidental to its full development 


nterest on the unamortized balance of an appropriate portion of the loan at a 


ate ys determined in (2) above 
The revised subsection C is suggested with the thought in mind that if the com 
ittee wishes to include land-limitation provisions that NRA then recommends 
this approach. 
Sincerely, 
WILLIAM E. WELSH, 
Secretary-Manager 


Senator Kucuert. Did the Department of Interior make any com 
ment last vear to either the House or the Senate on the type of amend 
ment we finally adopted on this $200,000 cutotf / 

Senator Bisie. I think they commented on it this year. Item 6, 
page 2, is the comment on it this year. 

Mr. Bennetr. Our recommendation a year ago in connection wit! 
all the local assistance bills was to the effect that each proposal should 
be submitted to the affected States for review. 

Senator Kucuen. So you opposed the bill in the House with the 
$5 million figure in it 

Mr. Wetsu. We did not oppose the bill, Senator. As a matter of 
fact, after our report was submitted a year ago, conferences were held 
with representatives of the National Reclamation Association, and it 
was agreed that while we preferred to have all such projects reviewed 
by the States, and also reviewed and approved by Congress, we would 
not object to a reasonable delimitation between small projects and 
other projects for these purposes. 

Senator Kucuen. That was my recollection. In thinking back on 
the final week or 10 days of the session, there was a discussion in the 
committee whether another figure for the five million should be sub 
stituted, and there was a great deal of difference of views among the 
men on the committee. On that basis, let me get back to you, sir 

Your statement suggests that you object to the $200,000 provision. 
By that do you mean that you object to any type of amendment which 
wonld require projects of any certain size to come back to the Con 


YTeSs ¢ 
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Mr. Weisu. As I said, our group which met in Portland, Oreg., 


and our small projects committee which has met several times since 
then, have without question endorsed the bill which was passed by the 
House a year ago. I don’t believe a question of whether or not we 
should vO for some point in between was discussed at the Portland 
meeting. Lam not sure that it was discussed at a full meeting of om 
small proje ts committee. 

Senator Anperson. Do you not think you better get it discussed by 
your small projects committeee / 

Mr. Wrensi. They have gone home. They have just agreed that they 
support the bill as it passed the House and they stopped there. 

Senator ANpERsSOoN. Do you want the bill to stop there, too? 

Mr. Weusn. No, I do not. 

Senator ANprerRsON. It is an important question. 

Mr. WELSH. I know it is. In other words, we would still support 
the bill. If this committee feels that the dividing line should be some- 
where between the $200,000 and the $5 million, we will still support 
the bill. 

Senator KucHen. Without trying to put words in the Chairman’s 
mouth, I think the Chairman was last year endeavoring to ask 
whether he could logic ally find : v clisti netion bet ween wh: at actus ally 
would be a small project and one hi uch _—_ to require the approv: al 
of Congress. | want to see some type o f leoislation worked out here 
and to that extent the Chairman is quite correct. I think your com- 
mittee ought to make some comment before this bill is heard in execu 
tive session as to a reasonable distinction between a small district that 
wht not to be fettered with too much red tape, and a district whose 
plans envision a sufficient size to require subsequent Congressional 
approval. 

I think the chairman will recall with me that we had that very dis- 
cussion last year. 

Senator Anperson. We not only had it, but several alternatives 
were explored. When we were discussing the size of projects we had 
1 $10 million limitation, and no reference to any other State. It oc- 
curred to me that the middle Rio Grande conservancy project, which 
I had helped to push along toward getting started away back in 1925, 
only ran $8 million. Therefore, it would not have been subject to con- 
trol by anybody. It could have been approved, authorized, and shoved 
through, and we would never have had to consult the Governor of 
Texas, and yet Texas is very vitally concerned with that water now, 

and is suing us about it. It dawned on me as an individual sitting in 
there that maybe $10 million was too much. So we came down to 
another figure probably just as arbitrary, $5 million. I don’t know 
whether $5 million is right or wrong. But I finally got to a figure 
I could comprehend, at least as a small project. The same thing is true 
as the Senator from California has said on this $200,000. We were 
trying to find something. We were going to have the conference in 
the House. We may have put the figure a little too low, realizing that 
we might get a little pressure from the House on it, aha we might 
settle on a half-million dollars. 

I would say to you quite frankly that if we had let the thing out 
entirely, it would not have been any point sitting in the room and 
sweltering through a bill, because it would never have seen the light 
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of day as far as the Senate of the United States is concerned. You 
have to deal with actual problems. 

Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the witness if 
he thinks there are any projects that would qualify under that $200,000 
limitation. 

Mr. Wetsit. There would be some, not too many. : v - say that 
for quite a number of years, ~— we were thinking of a small project 
rogram, we were thinking of ‘ projects on the lower side which would 
meet the line with the water facilities program SLOOOO00, and on the 
upper side Ss] million. That hneure ot SD million was set up a yeal 
ago when we were holding hearings before the House « ommittee, Of 
course, a million dollars would buy more a few years back than it 
would now. At the same time that was the size projects we were think 
ing of at that time. 

Senator A NDERSON,. | can think ot several prove ts that do not run 
to much more than $200,000 that might be usable projects. The onl) 
point is mere ly this : This is a ve ry radical change from the pre ent 
practice. You are going to let these projects be built. You are going 
to let them be available for money uncer the Federal Reclamation 
Act. 

Senator Barrerr. I agree, Mr. Chairman. I think there has to be a 
limitation. I was just wondering where it ought to be set. I didn’t 
know whether $200,000 was the figure or three or four hundred thou 
sand dollars. 

Senator Anperson. I think the committee will eet to that. T think 
Senator Barrett is neht,. maybe $200,000 is not the right flour We 
had no pride in it. All I am trying to say to you, Mr. Welsh, to get 
through legislation of this type you will have to let it be tried for a 
little while. Then if 4 years from now you come back to the Congre 
and Say here is a whole series of projects that we h; id to come in and 
clutter up the docket of the Senate with, let us raise the limit in the 


future, then you have a case already made, and doit. You area KI 
the Senators from Eastern States to ipprove a sort of blank cheel 
that might run into many, many milli ons of dollars where the Se 

retary of Interior could grant permission ee State to go out and 
engage in a bunch of water projec ts, ‘These other States have SOT 


liabilities and responsibilities, too, and they are going to take a pretty 
dim view of that, if they think the Secretary of Interior can go out 
and authorize projects anywhere without reference to the water rights 
of some other State, and without reference to the cost, and without 
reference to what it does to other people who are looking for money 
from the reclamation fund. 

We thought it would be far wiser if we kept it reasonably small, 
if we let it get underway, if we put some protection in there that prob- 
ably was not necessary, but then proceeded to prove that it would 
work. I assume you are familiar with the fact that the soil-conserva- 
tion people got through a much bigger bill when they tried to get their 
authorization for their small projects in their own area than if there 
had not been a test program, and it had not been tried. They were 
able to point to the fact that certain types of watershed projects had 
been accomplished and the Committee on Agriculture gave them a far 
bigger charter than it would have otherwise. 


Se 
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I sat for days, however, in that discussion. We had a man in that 
committee that was just absolutely opposed to giving them anything. 
Fortunately we were able to point out that it had some authority and 
it had not been abused. That I think is the best way for this to grow. 
I am not trying to say that you should not present the point of view 
your association has agreed upon, because you should. But I do think 
it might be well to recanvass them a little bit on this question of limita- 
tion. Iam afraid you are going to have one. 

Mr. Weusu. That is one reason why I stated that originally we 
were working with projects with a top limit of $1 million. 

I would say this, and I am sure I can speak for everyone who is 
interested in this program, that we all realize that those of us who 
are outside of the Congress are not as familiar with the problems 
which you will be encountering here as you gentlemen who are serving 
on these committees. We most assuredly would be very happy to leave 
this question with our friends on the ¢ ommittees who know what is in 
the best interests of our program. 

I wonder if I might refer you, on the question of authorization, to 
a statement which is contained in a report that was prepared by the 
ureau of Reclamation as a result of a questionnaire which was sent 
to all of the regional directors of the Bureau in 1950. I will leave 
this report with you for your committee. You may want it in the 
record or you may not. 

Senator ANnperson. Is there a portion you would like to have in the 
record ? 

Mr. Wetsu. It would be very nice if you care to have it all in the 
record. 

Senator Anprerson. How many pages does it consist of ¢ 

Mr. Wetsn. 12 pages. 

Senator Anperson. Without objection we will incorporate that in 
the record if it bears on the subject. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


INTERIM SUMMARY REPORT ON SMALL PROJECTS PROGRAM—JANUARY 1950 
LNTRODUCTION 


The National Reclamation Association suggested the inauguration of a small- 
projects program by adopting Resolution No. 5 at the Omaha convention held 
October 9-11, 1946. Similar resolutions were again adopted by the National 
Reclamation Association at its 16th, 17th, and 18th annual conventions. 

The Commissioner and Assistant Commissioners and other officials of the 
Bureau of Reclamation have had opportunity to discuss this subject with various 
members of the National Reclamation Association. On February 10, 1948, Mr. 
Don McBride discussed small projects with Assistant Commissioner Wesley R. 
Nelson and others in the Commissioner’s office. This was an exploratory discus- 
sion resulting in bringing forth many problems inherent in a small-projects 
program. However, at this meeting, three tentative conclusions were reached, 
as follows: 

(1) The Bureau of Reclamation is definitely interested in the development of 
small projects. 

(2) A statement of tentative Bureau policy would be prepared and circulated 
among the various field offices and other interested parties for their comment. 

(5) The Bureau would at a later date formulate procedures for starting a 
program covering om ill projects. 

Again on March 3, 1948, Mr. Don McBride met with Assistant Commissioner 
Wesley R. Nelson to discuss the small-projects program, and on April 15 Gom- 
missioner Straus sent to all regional and branch directors a draft of a circular 
letter and asked for comments or ideas on procedures and policies regarding 
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such a program. In the draft of circular letter, Commissioner Straus suggested 
that tre regional directors might want to discuss the entire subject with local 
and State officials in order that they might have the benefit of their experience 
ind views on this important matter 

Since then, several of the regional directors of the Bureau of Reclamation have 
discussed this matter with local and State interests and they have submitted 
comments and ideas on the subject to the Commissioner 

In addition to the activities outlined in the foregoing, a small-projects program 
was discussed at the regional planning engineer’s conference of the Bureau of 
Reclamation held at Denver on June 29, 1948, and at the regional director's stat? 
programing conference held at Grand Lake on July 13, 1948. The field men were 
asked at these conferences to review available data on small projects and it was 
suggested that a reconnaissance inventory survey be made to help define the 
magnitude of any such program and to clarify problems connected therewith 

On October 29, 1948, Commissioner Straus released administrative letter No 
330 which asked for a preliminary report on a sample small project and an in 
ventory of all potential small projects that are known to be located in the 
respective regional areas in the 17 Western States. The regional offices have 
replied to that letter. Information submitted on the inventory and on the 
representative sample small projects was compiled by the regional offices from 
preliminary Cata on file in the field and regional offices of the Bureau of Recla 
mation and from data obtained from local, State, and other governmental offices 
{ tentative inventory of these small projects is given in the latter part of this 
statement, 

PROBLEMS 


As might be expected, the comments and data received from the regions in reply 
to all requests on this subject reflect a wide range of opinions and have brought 
to attention several important problems 

Twelve prob'ems, each in the form of questions and each with a multitude of 
ramifications and subproblems were outlined to Mr. Don McBride by the Com 
missioner in a letter dated September 29, 1948, and again to Mr. Fred BE. Buel 
chief engineer of the State water conservation hoard of the State of Montana 
in a letter dated October 7, 1948. These 12 questions are listed in the following: 

(1) What types of development, in addition to irrigation, should be included 
in a small projects program ? 

(2) What should be the range in size of small projects? 

(3) When, and to what extent, should the local interests or States participate 
ina small projects program ? 

(4) Who should have authority to authorize a small project ? 

(5) What shortcuts in procedure, if any, can be adopted by the Bureau to 
reduce costs as much as possible to help assure success of a small projects 
program? 

(6) Should design standards be lowered in the Bureau in order to reduce 
costs, recognizing that operation and maintenance costs may increase and that 
there will be greater risk due to possible failure of certain structures? 

(7) Who should build the small projects? 

(S) How can the review of reports on small projects be expedited, or should 
such reviews be continued ? 

(9) What new legislation, if any, is needed to carry out successfully a small 
projects program ? 

(10) How should the small projects be financed, and to what extent should 
they be subsidized? 

(11) What types of organization would be best suited to contract with the 
Bureau to repay costs of small projects? 

(12) Who should operate and maintain the small projects after construction 
is completed ? 

SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY COMMENTS 


A brief summary is made of comments pertining to each of the 12 listed ques 
tions as received from the field and regional offices in the replies to the various 
inquiries, including replies to administrative letter No. 330. The summary, al- 
though not conclusive as to the details or as to administration of a small projects 
program, should prove helpful in arriving at decisions when this subject is con 
sidered further with representatives of the National Reclamation Association 

Question (1). What types of development, in addition to irrigation, should be 
included in a small projects program? 
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Summary (1).—Most of the comments relating to this question suggest that the 
program should not be limited to new projects but should cover rehabilitation 
and betterment of existing storage dams, diversion works, and distribution sys- 
tems. Domestic water supplies, flood control, recreation, sediment control, and 
fish and wildlife are mentioned as incidental purposes that might be served in 
addition to irrigation. Power is not mentioned specifically but is listed in the 
inventory as one of the purposes served by a few of the potential small projects. 

Question (2). What should be the range in size of small projects? 

Summary (2).—For the purposes of administrative letter No. 330, the uppe1 
limit of the size of « small project was suggested as $1 million and an area of 
not exceeding 5,000 acres, but under special circumstances, one, but not both, of 
these upper limits may be exceeded. One of the comments on this problem re- 
flects what may be considered as the best available summary, which is: “* * * 
the proposed definition of a small project is too restrictive * * * unfortunately 
I have no formula at hand.” Another comment was that “to my mind the 
only real distinction between a small project and a large project involves size.” 

The comments, however, do suggest that a lower limit as well as an upper 
limit of size should be defined. One suggests that: “an appropriate minimum 
might be established by the requirement (except on public land) the project 
area must be represented by an organized group of owners comprising not less 
than a certain number (6, or possibly 10) individual farm operators.” 

It is obvious that this question requires much more careful study before a 
full and satisfactory answer can be given. The final answer probably will be a 
reasonable compromise within wide limits of ideas on the subject. 

Question (3). When, and to what extent, should the local interests or States 
participate in a small projects program? 

Summary (38).—The comments suggest that the State and local interests 
“should have a vital interest in such development and should cooperate with 
the Bureau to the extent of providing either funds or preliminary investigation 


data.” Also, one suggested solution, in harmony with most of the comments, is 
as follows: + perhaps the answer to the small projects problem is a three 
way participation—local, State, and Federal. In the discussion of this possi- 


bility, the States were unanimous in their belief that such an approach would be 
desirable. If such a plan for small project developments were adopted, it would 
seem that a small project would become one that the local interests and the State 
water board were willing not only to spousor but to assist in financing.” 

Question (4). Who should have authority to authorize a small project? 

Summary (4).—Where opinions were expressed they indicated that “A more 
simplified procedure should be worked out for securing authorization than that 
eoverning regular Bureau projects.” A related, but specific, suggestion is that: 
“If the Bureau’s investigation shows the project to be feasible, the project should 
be authorized by the Secretary rather than through a bill or through congres- 
sional procedure with involved hearings.” 

A further view, in line with the expressions of others is that “* * * either 
the Commissioner or the Secretary of the Interior should have the authority to 
authorize the project for construction and allot funds from the overall ap- 
propriation to proceed.” 

Question (5). What shortcuts in procedure, if any, can be adopted by the 
Bureau to reduce costs as much as possible to help assure success of a small 
projects program? 

Summary (5).—There is unanimity in the suggestion that simplified procedures 
and processes are needed for assuring success of a small projects program. How- 
ever, the comments are not uniform in the specific suggestions for improving 
procedures. Two suggestions are reflective of the range of thinking on this 
problem and are quoted in the following: 

“* * * A small projects program must for success place the Bureau’s field 
forces in the position of the consulting irrigation engineer who is all things to 
his client, and the Reclamation funds in the position of the bonding company, 
willing in this instance to finance irrigation developments on an interest-free 
basis, largely upon the judgments and representations of that consulting irri- 
gation engineer.” 

“In those instances in which several small projects with a total area of not less 
than about 20,000 acres lie within a radius of about 50 miles, * * * they could 
be successfully investigated, constructed and operated by the existing organ- 
ization, if treated as a single project. For those small propjects which are 
widely scattered, a different procedure would be necessary. It would seem to 
be desirable in those instances that a separate organization in each field or 
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hilities and low unit costs.” 
As 1¢ n aterials Wo = FFORT ons «lf t I i ‘ If ne mM? 
rete in certain structures “where the repayment period do not exceed 
estimated life of such structures.” Another suggestion is for recognizing 
* lesser loads and stresses on low earth ¢ av below 40 feet in height 
and the possibility of constructing compet t and safe strueture 1 g 
ivailable materials of less than optimum gradation ane th less pro 
han is requil high earth dams. Th I the tion of «ae t¢ 
the materials a 
Another suggestion favors “Establishment ¢ po n regard to spill re 
‘uirements which would allow consideration of h factor Ss probable se 
nd economie effects n event of failure « tha t whiel wo! 
economie evaluation of the cost and probabilities « ha failure against the 
of adequate spillway protection.” The idea e ( that suggestio as beer 
incorporated in the new spillway policy recently adopted by the Bureau of 


Reclamation. 
Question (7). Who should build small project 





Summary (7).—The two opinions which be epresent comments on tl S 
tion were expressed as follows: “Tindoubted! je will he it 
can be developed as regular Bureau projects. Others can secure county sistance 


The larger number, however, will require additional legislation,” and “In all 
other respects small projects should be subject to reclamation law, including the 
requirement for a repayment contract with an irrigation or conservancy dis- 
trict.” 

One suggestion, however, is to leave the development of small projects to the 
local interests. This suggestion was worded this way: “In the final analysis 
* * * omall projects should be left as local problems which could be better solved 
if people went back to the idea of doing for themselves what in recent years they 
have been expecting the other fellow to do for them.” 

Question (8). How can the review of reports on small projects be expedited, 
or should such reviews be continued? 

Summary (8).—Present law or policy requires that all planning reports he 
reviewed in the regional areas by all agencies or organizations that have a 
substantial or official interest in a proposed development, and this view is 
formally repeated when the report gets to Washington. Thus the State and 
Federal agencies have opportunity at least on two occasions prior to trans 
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mittal to the Congress to review all planning reports. This takes a considerable 
amount of time and also increases the cost of the investigations. 

The consensus of opinion is that “A more simplified procedure should be 
worked out for securing authorization than that governing regular Bureau 
projects ry 

Question (9). What new legislation, if any, is needed to carry out success- 
fully a small projects program? 

Summary (9).—Six out of seven comments specifically suggest or imply that 
new legislation is needed to carry out successfully a small projects program. 
The comment which most nearly represents the consensus of opinion was 
expressed as follows: “* * *there is a wide field for further public service in 
small projects for water resource development but * * * this service can onl) 
be successfully handled by the Bureau if the policies and procedures and per- 
haps the law under which it operates are broadly modified.” The specific 
nature of new legislation, however, has not been suggested. 

In contrast to the six opinions explained above, the seventh comment was 
‘* * * do not conceive that there is any reason for failure to apply to a small 
project as a general proposition the standards laid down in reclamation laws 
for all projects, small or large.” 

Question (10). How should the small projects be financed, and to what extent 
should they be subsidized? 

Summary (10) Several suggestions have been made for financing small 
projects, but none are in detail. Some pertinent suggestions are to finance 
small projects by: 

“* * * lump sum appropriations to be made to the President or Secretary 
and allotments made by him to projects.” 

“* * * revolving fund” financed initially by the Federal Treasury. 

“* * * the basin approach.” 

The conservancy districts offer possibilities in this regard. 
“* * * County assistance” 


* * 


As for subsidizing small projects, only a few suggestions have been made, 
such as: 

Subsidize by “* * * plan for pooling power revenues.” 

“* * * funds to cover any shortage should be guaranteed by the State.” 

Question (11). What type of organization would be best suited to contract 
With the Bureau to repay costs of small projects? 

Summary (11).—The few expressed opinions favor the “irrigation or con 
servancy district” as the contracting agency, although two specific suggestions 
favor the Bureau contracting with State agencies such as the “Utah Water 
and Power Board.” 

Question (12). Who should operate and maintain the small projects after 
construction is completed? 

Summary (12)—All opinions expressed in this regard suggest that the water 
users organizations, or the States, operate the small projects. 
TENTATIVE INVENTORY OF 


SMALL PROJECTS 


















All regional offices have submitted data on potential small projects as 
requested by the Commissioner in Administrative Letter No. 330: and a sum 
mary has been prepared to show (1) a tentative inventory of small projects 
by regions, and (2) a tentative inventory by States alone. These sheets are 
attached. 

According to the inventory, a potential small project program could be of con- 
siderable magnitude if all projects reported on, regardless of feasibility, are in 
cluded. It shows a total of over 1,200,000 acres in 439 projects, with about 
half of the acreage in new land and half presently irrigated but requiring sup 
plemental water. Please note that only unauthorized projects are included in the 
summaries. 

In submitting the tentative ineventories, most of the regional directors cau- 
tioned that the data, as a rule, was based on rough estimates, and therefore, may 
be considerably misleading if and when all the facts become known... By review 
ing the data it becomes obvious that the same degree of Coverage or attention to 
details was not given by each region, and that the sources of information vary 
considerably. It is believed, however, that the summary is the best informa- 
tion available on small projects. 

It shows that the projects, in general, are of high cost and would require sub- 
stantial subsidies above and beyond interest-free money to make them feasible. 
Some projects could not even meet operation and maintenance costs. 
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Another thing the inventories bring out is the fact that many of the potential 
small projects bave been considered by the Bureau of Reclamation at some time 
in years past, but apparently investigations of them have been dropped because 
of high costs, lack of water, or for other basic reasons 


rYPICAL SMALL PROJECTS 


Commissioner Straus also asked by Administrative Letter No. 330 for a sample 
report on a typical small project in each regional area. A very brief summary 
of the replies in this respect are as follows: 


Region 1 

The regional director referred to three small projects as typical of what could 
he expected in region 1. The three projects include the Cambridge Bench and 
Ilornet Creek projects in Idaho, and the Canby project in Oregon 

Cambridge Bench, Idaho Total cost, S544.000 Project area includes 2.580 
acres requiring supplemental water The water users would be able to repay all 
operation and maintenance costs and about $5,100 per year toward the reim 
bursable construction costs. Allocations, $22,000 to recreation, and remainder 
522.000 to irrigation. Repayment period, about 100 years 

Hornet Creek, Idaho— Total cost, $520,000. Project area includes 1,760 acres 
requiring supplemental water. The water users would be able to repay all op 
eration and maintenance costs and about $1,900 per year toward the reimbursable 
construction costs. Repayment period, about 27S years 

Canby project, Oreg.—Total cost, $1,074,000. The project area in the Willa 
mette Valley includes 5,720 acres new land. ‘The water users probably would be 
able to repay all operation and maintenance costs and construction costs within 
the 40-vear period required by reclamation liw 


Region 2 


A typical small project was not reported 
Regions 

The regional director suggested the Fort Mohave project in Nevada as a typi 
cal small project. This includes 2,600 acres of Colorado River bottom land of 
which 1,650 acres are in the Fort Mohave Indian Reservation and 970 acres in 
withdrawn reclamation lands. Total cost, $600,000. “‘Under the favorable con 
ditions of a power supply at reasonable rates, good quality land and favorable 
growing conditions it is thought farmers should be able to meet their current ex 
penses and pay construction costs.” 
Region 4 

A typical small project was not reported. 
Region 5 

Kort Gibson project, Oklahoma.—Total cost, $818,000. Land in the project 
would include 3,035 acres not now irrigated where annual rainfall is about 41 
inches. Preliminary study indicates that water users could pay operation and 
maintenance costs, and repay construction costs within a 40-year repayment 
period. 


Region 6 


Region 6 suggested the Cartwright unit of the authorized Misouri River basin 
project as a typical small project. (Please note that the tentative inventory does 
not include authorized projects or units, but this project may be useful in evaluat 
ing unauthorized small projects in region 6.) 

Cartwright unit, North Dakota.—Total cost, $228,000. Area to be irrigated, 
about 815 acres. Repayment after deduction of operation and maintenance, 
$717 total per year. Repayment period depending on irrigation only, about 300 
years. 

Region 7 
Rose Creek project, Kansas.—Total cost, $1,183,006. Project area would in 


clude 570 acres. The farmers would be unable to meet operation and mamte 
nance costs, and consequently could never repay construction costs 
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Mr. Wetsn. At the back of the report is a tabulation showing the 
umber of projects and the size of projects as reported by the regional 
lirectors at that time. This report was submitted in response to a 
etter which was sent out by the then Commissioner, Mr. Straus, in 
(October 1948. I would like. if | may, to read one paragraph on the 
juestion and the response given by the regional directors. 


Where opinions were expressed 
iy the regional directors 
hey indicated that a more simplifies procedure 

curing authorization than that governing regular Bureau projects ‘ 
but specific suggestion is that if the Bureau’s investigation shows the project 
to be feasible, the project should be authorized by the Secretary, rather than 

rough a bill or through congressional procedure with involved hearin 
urther view in line with the expressions of others is that either the Co 
sioner or the Secretary of the Interior should have the authority to author 
project for construction and allot funds for the overall appropriation 
proceed 

| should ada, too, Mr. Chairman, that in connection with this 
report, they were conside rine projects with a top limit of Sl million 
ind a top size of 5,000 acres. 

Senator KUcuHet. My only experience, Mr. Chairman, in this tvpe 
of problem where Congress is asked to delegate some of its authority 
was in the lease-purchase legislation in my subcommittee, where we 
provided that the General Services Administration and the Post 
master General must return to four congressional committees before 
iny lease-purchase project. would be ap proved. It just gets down to 
how much vou are going to ask the Congress to abdicate. 

Senator Anperson. You are going to find that there are 4 or 5 
people who ~— e reluctant to see the Congress abdicate. They 
believe this is ¢ L proper function of the Congress and not a propel 
function of the executive. 

Mr. Weisu. There were 2 or 3 questions which were raised at 
the previous hearing. One had _ to ” with land limitations. 1 
believe it was the opinion expressed 1 hat some members would not 
look upon the bill very enthusi: astically if there was not some provi 
sion with respect to land limitations. The question also came up 
within our hearings with the House committee. After considerable 
discussion and consideration, our association has agreed that if 
committee considers it desirable, that there be a provision which 
would make land limitations applicable. The provision which would 
be most acceptable to us, and which we understand is being considered 
by the House committee, is to the effect that {he owner of excess lands 
would be required to pay interest on the cost allocation to those excess 
lands at the same rate that the Federal Government pays on borrowed 
money. 

Senator Anprerson. With the understanding, perhaps, that that 
interest would stop when ownership might be vested in sufficiently 
separate entities so that there would not be any violation of the 
limitation act. 

Mr. Wetsu. Yes. With respect to the preference clause, there was 
objection to the bill because it did not contain a preference clause. 

Senator Anperson. That is not very important on small projects. 

Mr. Wersn. On small projects if the committee feels it desirable, 
we would have no objection because there would be practically no 
power developed. 
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Senator ANDERSON. You have ho objection and there is no real 
purpose. 
Mr. Wensn. No. I point out the situation in my statement there 


that it seems rather ridiculous to some of us for this reason. Any 
applicant under the provisions of this bill who couk | qualify for a loan 
would, I believe, in itself be a preference customer. We would simply 
be saying to a pretere customer that he must se ell power to a pref- 


erence customer. If REA and UPD purchase power, the REA and 


UPD can in turn sell it to anyone they desire. But if we add the pref 
erence clause here, we would tell the irrigation district that that district 


must sell to another preference customer. 


i 


Senator AnpERSON. We did not feel that the preference that interest 


would stop when ownership might be vested in sufficiently separate 

entities so that there would not be any violation of the limitation act. 
Mr. Weusnu. Yes. With respect to the prefe rence clause, there was 

obje tion to the bill because it did not contain a preference clause. 
Senator ANpERSON. ‘That 1s not very i nporti int on small projects. 


we we ud have no « biection because there would be neactinalie ho 
powel developed. 


Mr. WensH. On small proj ts if the committee feels it desirable, 


Senator ANperson. You have no objection and there is no real pw 


JOS. 


Mr. Wreisu. No. I point out the situation in my statement there 


that it seems rather ridiculous to some of us for this reason. Any 
applicant under the provisions of this bill who could qualify for a loan 
would, I believe, in itself be a preference customer. We would simply 
be saying toa aaah rence customer that he must sell power to a pr oe, 
encecustomer. If REA and UP D pure hase power, the REA and U 

can in turn sell it to anyone they desire. But if we add the Se aa 


clause here, we would tell the irrigation district that that district must 
sell to another preiterence customer 

Senntor Anpderson. We did not feel that the preference clause was 
of any — If » dam is constructed that is not bie enough to gen- 
erate power, will not. Are there other comments ? 

Mr. Wersn. Yes, sir. The question was raised before as to the 
pro\ ision in Gas bill which referred to the unit of a project. That was 
in the definition of a project. I believe you raised that question, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator AnpeRson. I said I would not want you to come in with 10 
units each for $10 million apiece to approve a $100 million project. 

Mr. WetsH. We would have no objection to an amendment which 
would limit this to what we had in mind all the time, a small project. 

Senator AnpDerson. Thank you very much. 

Senator Brate. You make a last one about the entire United States. 

Mr. Wetsu. Yes. Our board of directors did in its meeting in Feb- 
ruary authorize me to say that we would look favorably upon an 
amendment to this bill which would extend it to cover the entire United 
States. 

Senator Birnie. That is in line with the Department of Interior’s 
comments on the bill. I think they commented on March 17 that it 
should go over the entire United States. Is that right, Mr. Bennett ? 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. I talked a few days ago with a man who is 
diverting the Mississippi River and pouring it across the delta into 
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Mississippi. ‘They are now interested in this legislation. It seems 
strange. 

Mr. Weusu. Thank you very much. 

Senator ANprerson. The next witness. 

Mr. Linewraver. Mr. Boen. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF DOYLE F. BOEN, GENERAL MANAGER- 
CHIEF ENGINEER, EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, 
HEMET, CALIF. 


Mr. BOEN. Mr. Chairman. My name I Doyle I*, Boen. | lima reg 
istered civil engineer in the State of California. I reside in the city of 
Hemet, Calif. | al how and have heen for 31 2 years the chief engineer 
and general manager of the Eastern Municipal Water District (River 
side ¢ ‘ounty, Calif.). I mate this statement on behalf of said district 
in my official capacity and as a member of the small proje ts committee 
of the National Reclamation Association. 

My statement is rather brief, Mr. Chairman. Before I read it, 
would like, if I have your permission, to read a telegram that was sent 
to me for reading before your body here from Mr. Roy Whitacre of 


Nevada, who is the secretary of the smal] projects committee of ne 
National Reclamation A ssociation., [t IS addressed to myself, 


Due to my inability to attend the Senate committee hearings on S. 405 
for tomorrow would you kindly read into the record the following 
The small projects committee of the National Reclamation Association 
Iam secretary has gone on record as favoring the passage of S. 405 as 
The committee is particularly opposed to any almendments that wor 
basin review of applications under the Flood Control Act or that 

» authorization for loans under $5 million, In the present bill an 
the survey conducted by both the Bureau of Reclamation and myse 
that any such reduction would seriously hamper the program in all but 
The Nevada Reclamation Association and the Walker River Irrigatioz 
Yerington, Nev., have endorsed the proposed legislation as 
that you on our behalf protect any amendments that will al 
nally introduced. 

Signed Mr. Roy M. Whitacre, small projects committer 
tary-manager, Walker River Irrigation District. 

1 1 1 ' . 

[ wish Co supplement my statement submitted before 
at hearings held on S. 164 and S. 405 during Mareh 1955. 

Certain provision have come to our attention which we 
keeping with the purpose of the legislation and if added would 
it more workable. 

. i hs eos ane 

A number of projects sighily in excess of $5 million may be pre- 
sented—or a project estimated at or about $5 million might during the 
course of detail desien be found to slightly Kceed the SD million cost. 
lo facilitate loans under such conditions a provision ls being favor- 
ibly considered in the Hlouse Interior Committee which states: 

That projects, the estimated cost of which is more than $5 million but 
than $10 million, may qualify under this Act if the applicant organizati 
ready, able, and willing to finance otherwise than by loan or grant undet 


Act all costs in excess of the amount of the loan or grant which would be 
under this Act if the estimated construction costs were 85 million. 


li 
hha 


Such an addition could appropriately be added to section 2, para- 
graph (d) of both S. 164 or S. 405. 

Senate bill 405 in section 4, paragraph (c) provides that prior to the 
Secretary's submission of any project proposa] to the Committees 
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on Interior and Insular Affairs, shall atford the applicant organizatio1 
an opportunity to comment in writing on the conclusions and recom 
mendations of the Secretary with respect to the project proposal, and 
such written comments of the applicant organization shall be included 
in the matter submitted to the committees. We feel that a simila 
procedure should be followed in the event that the Secretary finds that 
a project for which a loan has been applied for does not qualify, and 
that the report of the Secretary indicating his disapproval be made 
within a specified time. 

Mr. Chairman, that amendment was prompted by the thought that 
it would give the applicant an opportunity to have a rather prompt 
answer so that if the project was disapproved they in turn could make 
other plans and know where they stood in the m: itter 

Senator AnpErson. Would it also not be true that if the Secrets wy 
said, “I don’t like it because so and so, but that is a remedial defect,” 
you might then have a chance to go back and remedy it, and put it in 
shape so it could be subsequently passed. 

Mr. Boren. That was our thinking, Mr. Chairman. 

Senate bill 164 in section 4, paragraph (a) provides that project 
proposals shall be submitted for review by the States of the stream 
basin in which the project is located in like manner as provided in 
section 1, subsection (c) of the Flood Control Act of 1944. Senate 
bill 405 states that this review may be limited to the State or States 
in which the project is located. I wish to suggest wording to the ef 
fect that the review be limited to the State or States in which the proj 
ect is located when processing projects which are for rehabilitation o1 
betterments or which do not provide for the diversion of more water 
from an interstate stream or tributory thereof than the applicant has 
legally established water rights. 

Before that can get out of hand, I would like to qualify my posi 
tion there. I qualified this paragraph in the beginning that this is 
something to the effect of this wording, and since reviewing this 
with people more qualified along this line, I realize that the very 
last four words are not sufficiently complete, and therefore I believe 
that even to accomplish what I had in mind, it would require some 
expert work here. 

Senator ANperson. I think the first part, rehabilitation and bet 
terment, can have a case made. But when you talk about legally 
established water rights, unless you have been in adjudication in a 
top court, you may not know what legally est: ablished water rights. 
We thought we had legally established water rights, and we found 
others thought so, too, and we had to go to court to find out which 
was which. 

Mr. Born. Mr. Chairman, the thought many of us had is that we 
had hoped that some in-between position could be taken to expedite 
conditions where it was clear-cut and yet not put the Secretary in 
position of having to be judge and jury. 

When enacted into law, the small projects legislation will be of 
immeasurable assistance in building additions, rehabilitations and 
hetterments to irrigation works systems, which cannot be satisfactorily 
financed otherwise. 

Not being financed satisfactorily otherwise is something I have 
personally had a lot of recent experience in, and there is a lot to 
be said for it 
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I do not believe, Mr. Chairman, there is anything special that I 
would like to bring before the colmittee. | hi ive he ard conside rab le 
comment on the economies of local construction of projects. Earlier 
this year I submitted a detailed audit report by an independent audit 
firm ‘showing that our particular district had constructed over $5 mil 
lion worth of construction for 614 percent for complete engineering, 
that is, preliminary, plans and specifications and supervision of con 
struction. I have no firsthand experience of construction otherwise. 
That was merely our particular experience. 

Senator ANDERSON, Very valuable experience, and the committee 
on the other bill 1 think should bear that in mind. 

Mr. Boren. As to the right-of-way savings, | would like to comment 
tothisextent. I heard the chairman comment on the right of eminent 
domain in most of these districts, and it is my experience and under 
standing that the grantees’ saving in that item of right-of-way 
which can be considerable in some cases is that it would be probably 
the same or upproxim: ate ly the same if you had to exercise that right. 
But we find that by handling right-of-w: ay problems as a sort of 
ne ‘ig@hborhood program we can avoid the Spec ul: ition, “Did Mr. Jones 
get more than Mr. Smith.” By having our local committee on rights- 
of-way, we have very rarely more than 1 case out of 15 or 20 that 
we have to defer until we have had a very satisfactory settlement on 
others. As a matter of fact, we have obtained right-of-way for some 
70 miles of pipeline, and have had only 2 cases that we had paid 
more than a token of 35 or SLO right-of-way over and above actual 

ro . nage. 

Senator Anprerson. T want to thank you for that. That is my ex 
adden and that is the way it works out. [am glad to have you 
personal testimony verifying what some of us believe 

Mr. Boren. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment on construction. 
I have had a great deal of satisfaction as chief engineer, and under 
our local Board, to with considerable practical freedom make adjust 
ments right on the Spot, requir ing no del: iv on the part of contractors 
tandby time. 1 beli ve my decisions an d my staff decisions were in 
no way different or superior in any way to possibly those of othe 
iwencies, but they were merely time ly. 

Senator Biste. Mr. Chairman, may I ask just one question of Mr 
Koen. IT wonder if he had any th ought as to this $200,000 limitation 
which was placed in the Senate amendment in these bills last year. 
Is that the correct amount or should it be a higher figure? Do you 
have any thinking on it at all? Is there an intermediate limitation ? 

Mr. Boren. Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak from my own 
experience, and that is the only way I can speak authentically. I 
am very closely acquainted with eight projects. As a matter of fact, 
I have them i in a folder with me. ‘That is a re port from eight differ 
ent agencies requiring loan assistance in the State of California. I 
obtained those from Mr. Roy Whitacre recently when I attended 
State meeting in Sacramento the week before last. I don’t have Mr. 
Whitacre’s full file. But of those 8 projects, all but 3 are between 
2 and 5 million dollars. So virtually you might roughly say about 80 
percent of those particular projects that. I am familiar with would 
require congressional approval if the limit was even set at $2 million. 
That is in our particular instance. 
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Senator Anperson. Raising it from $200,000 to $500,000 is not of 
much importance. 

Mr. Born. Not for my particular district. Mr. Chairman, I would 
not think that would be the case across the country. 

Senator AnpEerson. What we tried to get down to and did not suc- 
ceed is that if you had a figure of somewhere between $200,000 and 
$500,000, as related fo repairs and improvements and betterments of 
an established district, you might be able to cover a great many cases, 
heeause $200,000 will build a new headeate that is washed out, or re- 
place the end of a dam that is in trouble, or something of that nature. 
When you get up to several million dollars, you are going to bring 
them back to Congress, whether anyone likes it or not. It is just tra 
ditional to do it that way. 

Senator Birnie. My question was to determine if many came under 
the $200,000 ceiling. Your answer was that there are very few that 
qualify under that ceiling. 

Senator Anprerson. As a matter of fact, there would be very few 
that came under $2 million in his case. So raising it from $200,000 
to $500,000 is of not much importance. 

Mr. Born. Mr. Chairman, if it would be of any help I would be very 
happy to make photocopies of those original reports and send them 
to you. I have a telegram from Wm. C. Smith, Jr., Nebraska mem- 
ber of the NRA committee, which I would like to appear in the record. 

Senator Anperson. All right. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 


AINSWorTH, NeEpr., WMarch 31, 1955. 
DoyLe F. Boen, 
Congressional Hotel, Washington, D. C.: 

As a member of the small projects committee of the National Reclamation 
Association, a director of the Nebraska State Reclamation Association and local 
attorney for the Niobrara River Development Association in Nebraska I sin- 
cerely regret that it is impossible for me to be present for the hearings before 
the Senate. In February 10 of this year I appeared before the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives and on page 56 of 
the printed report appear my remarks. Due to my inability to be present at 
this Senate hearing I would like to say that important thing in my opinion 
is that we have some legislation to permit small projects to develop or to reha- 
bilitate and better their existing Systems, and to do so at their local level and 
under their own responsibility. Many small projects people lose interest because 
they are not encouraged to go ahead and develop these projects, and if they knew 
that they could do their own engineering and could show feasibility and then 
would have a place to go to get their money, I think it would encourage the 
private initiative in developing many of these small projects. Too many of 
them feel] that there is too much redtape involved that they lose interest. If a 
project can show feasibility and that they are a good risk and are able to 
repay the loan, I have always felt that they should be able to have the project 
approved by the Secretary of Interior and the Governor of the State with a 
report to the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee would eliminate redtape 
and encourage development of small projects and thereby help develop our water 
resources to the fullest extent. The limitation of $5 million would, in my opin- 
ion, cover the needs of small projects. In my own valley the Lavaca Flat proj- 
ect, which is approximately a million-dollar project, would not be financially 
able to carry on numerous hearings in order to get proper legislation for author- 
ity to construct, and appropriations to construct the project under the present 
laws, yet they have a very feasible project. I trust that you will give the 
legislation before you very serious consideration and again I wish to say that 
I regret that I was unable to be present before your committee. 

WiLii1aM C. SMITH, Jr., 
Nebraska Member of NRA Small Projects Committee. 
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Senator Anperson. Mr. Bonge, did you have a supplemental state- 
ment. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF FLOYD G. BONGE, PERRIS, CALIF. 


Mr. Boner. I am Floyd G. Bonge, of Perris, Calif., Riverside 
County, and I have a short statement here, and in the interest of time, 
I will submit it for the record. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you every much. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 

I am Floyd G. Bonge of Perris, Calif., Riverside County, and my occupation 
isa farmer. I am a member of the board of directors of the Eastern Municipal 
Water District which covers an area of about 125,000 acres, which is entirely 
agricultural, and a population of more than 30,000 people. This district includes 
three incorporated cities and several unincorporated communities which de- 
pend entirely upon the district’s agriculture. I believe that I speak for every 
person in my district, as well as several other districts in the area with which 
I am familiar, in urging that Senate bills 164 and 405 be favorably considered 
at the earliest possible time and out of which should come a small projects 
bill which would be of great benefit to the entire 17 reclamation States. 

Senator Anperson. The next witness is Mr. Matt Triggs, of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Trices. Mr. Chairman, there is a statement being distributed 
that I would like to file for the record. I will not read it. 


I would like to read a couple of extracts from it. 
Senator Anperson. Very well. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION WITH RESPECT TO THE 
SMALL WATER PROJECTS BILL, 8S. 405 By Matt Triacs, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR 


The policy of the American Farm Bureau Federation with respect to the issues 
involved in the bills under consideration by the committee, as approved by the 
official voting delegates of the member State Farm Bureaus at our last annual 
meeting, is as follows: 

“Present reclamation law was originally designed for the purpose of developing 
public lands. Additional legislation better suited to the provision of water for 
privately owned land should be enacted. This legislation should place emphasis 
upon local control and responsibility. It should be applicable to all States. 

“Private enterprise (including cooperatives), irrigation districts, local and 
State governments and political subdivisions thereof, and agencies created by 
interstate compacts should be eligible to receive payment from Federal funds 
for flood control, navigation, and other nonreimbursable purposes in the same 
manner as Federal projects. 

“We favor the use of reasonable acreage limitations on Federal irrigation proj- 
ects involving the development of new lands. Such limitations as are imposed 
should emphasize high productivity per farm family rather than seek to place 
the maximum number of families on the project. Acreage limitations should be 
eliminated on projects supplying supplemental water where the lands are largely 
or entirely privately owned and farmed or having existing water rights.” 

The above policy statement in effect supports the major principles incorporated 
in S. 405. In addition we favor the provisions of these bills (1) requiring local 
organizations to acquire such land and water rights as may be necessary for the 
project, (2) requiring local organizations to finance a portion of the costs of 
the project, (3) requiring local organizations to assume responsibility for con- 
structure and operation of projects, (4) authorizing the same benefits for non- 


61720—55 7 





94 SMALL PROJECTS—DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 


reimbursable features for non-Federal as for Federal projects, and (5) providing 
for the participation of State governments in the administration of the program. 

We also favor the provisions of S. 513, which would emphasize the assumption 
of responsibility by local organizations for the construction and operation of 
irrigation projects. S, 405 is, however, a bill with a considerably broader purpose 
than 8. 513. If 8S. 405 should be enacted it is not clear that any additional pur- 
pose is accomplished by the enactment of S. 513. 

We would recommend to the committee the consideration of additional lan- 
guage to both S. 405 and S. 513, which would indicate the intention of Congress 
that the Department of the Interior should cooperate with the United States 
Deparment of Agriculture and/or appropriate State agencies and land-grant col- 
leges in the determination of agricultural feasibility. Too many projects have 
been approved with respect to which no adequate determination of agricul- 
tural feasibility has been made—with the result that some of these projects 
cannot possibly be expected to repay reimbursable charges—and in some instances 
it is unlikely that farmers operating farms in such projects can ever create 
efficient and profitable economic units. 

It will be noted that our policy statement recommends the extension of pro- 
grams such as those authorized by S. 405 to all States. 

In recent years irrigation has been demonstrated as a practical and economic 
practice in almost all areas of the United States. The drought situation pre- 
vailing in many areas of the east in the past 2 years has emphasized the value 
of, and has created a great deal of interest in, irrigation. 

Under these circumstances the continued limitation of national policy relating 
to irrigation to the 17 Western States appears to be no longer warranted. 

The committee may be aware that a bill, H. R. 1577, has been referred to the 
House Agricultural Committee, which would authorize the Department of Agri- 
culture to undertake irrigation projects. H. R. 1577 is similar, although not 
identical, to S. 405. Due to the increasing interest in irrigation in eastern areas 
this bill is attracting considerable attention and support. There is considerable 
degree of logic in assigning this responsibility to the Department of Agriculture. 
Sound development of water resources necessarily involves integrated develop- 
ment of watershed areas and the Congress has already authorized a substantial 
participation of the Department of Agriculture in water-resource development 
by the enactment of the Watershed Protection and Flood Control Act and the 
Water Facilities Act. 

The enactment of legislation such as H. R. 1577 would round out the authority 
of the Department of Agriculture to promote the conservation and wise use of 
water resources. 

In our testimony before the House we urged the House Interior Committee 
to recognize that if both H. R. 1577 and H. R. 104 (similar to S. 405) were 
enacted, the Congress would have created a conflict of jurisdiction between 2 
departments, and a conflict of water development policy as set forth in the 2 
bills. It appears to us that the Congress has before it several alternatives: 

1. The Interior Department should be given jurisdiction for small projects 
development in all areas. 

2. The Agricultural Department should be given jurisdiction for small projects 
development in all areas. 

3. The Interior Department should be given jurisdiction in the western area 
and the Agriculture Department in the rest of the United States. 

We do not have any recommendation with respect to these alternatives. As 
a result of a meeting of our board of directors now going on, we may have a 
position on this question in the near future. We do, however, want to recom- 
mend to this committee that a conflict of jurisdiction be avoided by consultation 
between appropriate committees of the Congress to avoid inconsistent and con- 
flicting provisions of national policy relating to the development of non-Federal 
irrigation projects under Federal law and to avoid jurisdictional conflict between 
departments of government. 

It should not be assumed that our support of the principles involved in S. 405 
represents a belief that the extent of Federal financing of irrigation development 
should be increased at this time. Our policy statement provides as follows in 
this connection: 

“The productive capacity of American agriculture has temporarily outrun 
effective demand. Existing irrigated areas need more efficient use of water. 
Supplemental water supplies are needed to stabilize agriculture in areas subject 
to drought conditions. Federal projects for the development of new irrigated 
lands should be scheduled on a program basis in such a way that new agricul- 
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tural production will not further complicate situations where supply exceeds 
demand.” 

The opportunity of expressing the viewpoints on behalf of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation is appreciated. 

Mr. Trices. First I might say that our statement strongly endorses 
S. 405 and recommends its enactment. We do make this comment. 
We would recommend to the committee the consideration of additional 
language to both S. 405 and S. 513 which would indicate the intention 
of the Congress that the Department of Interior should cooperate with 
the United States Department of Agriculture or appropriate State 
agencies and land-grant colleges in a determination of agricultural 
feasibility. Too many projects have been approved with. respect to 
which no adequate determination of agricultural feasibility has been 
made, with the result that some of these projects cannot possibly be 
expected to repay reimbursable charges, and in some instances it 
is unlikely that farmers operating farms in such projects can ever 
create efficient and profitable economie units. 

It will be noted that our policy statement recommends the extension 
of programs such as those authorized by S. 405 to all States. In 
recent years irrigation has been demonstrated as a practical and eco- 
nomic practice in almost all areas and certainly the drought situation in 
many areas of the country has emphasized the importance of and 
the interest in and the value of irrigation in all of those areas. It 
seems to us that under such circumstances, the continued limitation to 
the 17 Western States of national policy relating to irrigation appears 
to be no longer warranted. 

We are not suggesting that this bill be amended to extend this 
program and the administration of the Bureau of Reclamation to all 
the country. The committee may be aware that there is in the House 
Agriculture Committee a bill which is somewhat similar to the small 
watershed projects matter under consideration here which would au- 
thorize the Department of Agriculture to enter into this type of a 
program. The only point I wish to make in this connection is that 
it seems to me it would be of importance to this committee to be sure 
that we follow a uniform water policy in all parts of the United 
States, and that we avoid conflict between agencies. 

Senator Kucuen. I would like to ask Mr. Boen a couple of ques- 
tions, if I may. 

Senator Brete (presiding). Certainly. 

Senator Kucuet. In the two bills to which you refer, 164 and 405, 
we are dealing with projects that have not been authorized by Con- 
gress; is that right ? 

Mr. Born. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kucuen. It is the theory advanced by the administration, 
and it is implicit in both of these bills, that there should be some 
cooperation between the Federal Government and local public 
agencies. That is the theory of it. The people in the Riverside 
County area in my State would like to qualify for an interest-free loan 
under the terms of either of these bills. There is a possibility which 
you point. out in your statement that you might have a little bit in 
excess of $5 million for a “given small project.’ 

The questions that have been asked, Mr. Chairman, by Senator 
Anderson and some others, and they were asked last year—your col- 
league asked some of them, I remember very well—raises the question 
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on subsequent congressional apenoral. That is quite aside from pass- 
ing legislation that would authorize interest-free loans to local public 
agencies for those projects that have not been authorized by Congress. 

Let us take the Watkins bill. If a local public agency wanted to 
negotiate a loan of an amount of money in excess of $200,000, that 
bill would authorize the loan, subject, however, to congressional ap- 
proval. That is quite aside from any Federal reclamation law. That 
also is correct; is it not? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes. 

Senator Kucuen. So I think that the tenor of some of the people 
in the committee here would be in opposition to delegation of the 
authority to make that loan to the Secretary. Suppose that was the 
way the bill was finally written. Your district would still be in favor 
of a small project piece of legislation by which interest-free loans 
could be granted to public agencies, would they not, Mr. Boen? 

Mr. Boren. Yes, Senator; our district would be in favor of the 
principle and support it wholeheartedly. 

Senator Kucuet. I think this committee, and I think the chairman 
is. I am talking about the principle of Federal loans to public 
agencies for these purposes. But the question arises at what point 
you break off congressional approval. Whatever point you arrive at, 
you are talking of an appropriate congressional resolution approving 
project A, B, and C. Is that the way the parliamentary situation 
would be handled ? 

Senator Anperson. I would think what you mifiht try to do is 
similar to what the Post Office Department does when it reports out 
a budget of the Postmaster General or the Judiciary Committee does 
when it puts on the calendar a whole handful of bills. They are put 
on the Consent Calendar, and unless there is objection to them, they 
are passed. It is true that the first time one of those bills came up, 
some man objected to that, and everybody objected to everybody else, 
but after a while they got their difficulties ironed out, and Senators 
do not object now unless they have a reason to object to the bill. I 
think we could work out a system where these projects could be pre- 
sented in a single resolution, and if there was objection to it, we 
could very quickly get from the leadership of whichever party was 
in power a day set down to bring all these things quickly to the floor. 
It is no good if you are going to take them item by item. We would 
have to depend on staff work by the State organizations and the De- 
partment of the Interior and staff work by our own staff, and when 
those things are completed, I would not contemplate any special 
examination by the committee itself, except as a member might want 
a hearing. I think we could find out a way of speeding it up. 

Mr. KucuHe.. Thank you, Mr. Boen. 

Senator ANpDersoN. The next witness is Mr. McCarty. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT McCARTY, OF ELY, McCARTY & DUNCAN, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. McCarry. Mr. Chairman, my name is Robert McCarty, mem- 
ber of the law firm of Ely, McCarty & Duncan, with offices in the 
Tower Building, Washington, D. C. 
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Mr. A. D. Edmonston, State engineer of California, has asked us 
to present in his unavoidable absence his views in support of this 
legislation. The statement is as follows: 


The State of California, in a presentation in May 1954 to the Task Force on 
Water Resources and Power of the Hoover Commission, urged the enactment of 
Federal legislation to permit loans of interest-free money by the Government 
to assist State and local agencies to construct irrigation projects on their own 
initiative. Such a salutary principle was then before the Congress in H. R. 
5301 and is likewise contained in S. 405 and related measures now before you. 

The provisions for review of any project proposals by the Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committees of the Congress would appear to assure an adequate legis- 
lative check on the administration of a program limited to irrigation and recta- 
mation undertakings not to exceed an estimated cost of $5 million. In this 
connection, it would seem desirable that plans be submitted for review by the 
State or States of the basin in which the project is located, as provided in the 
O’Mahoney-Millikin amendment to the Flood Control Act of 1944, so that the 
States involved might have the opportunity of offering comments. This would 
afford the committees of Congress a complete record upon which to form a 
judgment. 

It is noted that this legislation would permit grants to be measured by that 
part of the estimated costs allocated to nonreimbursable functions such as flood 
control, navigation, and the protection of fish and wildlife on Federal reclama- 
tion projects. Since projects constructed by States or local bodies produce, in 
many instances, the same type of benefits, it is deemed appropriate, where the 
project plans show supportable allocations to these features, that such con- 
tribution be made by the Government as long as such a policy obtains as to 
Federal projects. 

Senator ANpEersON. Would you let the State be the judge of that? 
It would not take very long before the State could deeide that the whole 
project was for flood ¢ ontrol, and the farmer would not have anything 
to pay back. You would not seriously contend, would you, that the 
State would have a right to determine what the Federal Government 
was going to allow? 

Mr. McCarry. No. I don’t think the statement is intended to im- 
ply that. I would take it to mean that where benefits are provided or 
these nonreimbursables are provided on Federal projects, and they oc- 
cur in connection with a local non-Federal project, and the Interior 
Department finds an allocation to those benefits supportable, that 
the theory of the grant would be perfectly proper. 

Senator Anprrson. That is all I want to establish. The amount 
would be determined clearly by the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. McCarry. Yes. Continuing Mr. Edmonston’s statement: 

In general, the funds this legislation would provide should encourage local 
planning and execution of small reclamation projects with a consequent re- 
duction in project overhead and administrative costs. It should thus result in 
the Federal Government getting full money’s worth and in an increased measure 
of responsibility and the satisfaction which that brings at the local level. It is 
a pleasure to urge your favorable consideration of legislation which would at- 
tain such objectives. 


Senator Anperson. Thank you. At this time we will place in the 
record the statement of the State of Oregon by Paul T. Rowell, ex- 
ecutive secretary, pointing out their support of the bill, but setting 
forth that there are two objectionable provisions, one the limitation 
that projects costing more than $200,000 have to be authorized directly 
»y the Congress, and second, the requirement that the Secretary com- 
ply with the Flood Control Act of 194. 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 
STATE OF OREGON, 
Upper COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN COMMISSION OF OREGON, 
Pendleton, Oreg., March 29, 1955. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: This State of Oregon Commission is much in- 
terested in the adoption of small-projects legislation now before the Congress, 
to authorize proper cooperation through the Department of the Interior with 
landowners in their development or betterment of irrigation and other water- 
resource projects smaller than those developed generally through the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

There are many such needs and possibilities throughout the Upper Columbia 
River Basin area of Oregon, which comprises nearly all of the State east of the 
Cascade Mountains, where this commission is aiding the people in their plan- 
ning for water-resource development. 

Our commission endorses the principle of small-projects legislation of the 
type covered by S. 164, but without two amendments added in committee con- 
sideration of such legislation a year ago. These objectionable provisions are— 

1. Each project costing more than $200,000 would have to be authorized di- 
rectly by the Congress. 

2. The Secretary would be required to comply with the provisions of section 
1 (c) of the 1944 Flood Control Act. This would mean that the Secretary would 
be required to send the project report to the governor of every State within the 
river basin and the governor would then be permitted 90 days within which to 
file his comments. 

We feel that such provisions would handicap unnecessarily efforts toward the 
development of oe under this legislation, which we have understood is 
designated to give the Secretary of the Interior a reasonably free hand in co- 
operating with local interests who wish to develop small projects in their areas. 

Such requirements would slow down the consideration and development of 
small projects, for which we feel adequate safeguards to insure the proper han- 
dling of are included elsewhere in 8. 164. 

We understand some consideration also is being given to requiring interest 
payment by landowners on moneys loaned covering acreage of any landowner in 
excess of the normal 160-acre limitation under Bureau of Reclamation projects. 
Our commission would not object to such a provision at the rate paid by the 
Government on moneys borrowed by it, if your committee and the Congress con- 
sider this to be in order. 

Your best efforts on this legislation with consideration for the views of this 
commission as expressed herein will be much appreciated, in the interest of 
proper aid to small-project developed and improvement needed throughout the 
Nation. 

Respectfully submitted. 

PAUL T. ROWELL, Erecutive Secretary. 


Senator Anperson. Are there any other witnesses? Mr. Bennett. 


STATEMENT OF ELMER BENNETT, OF THE UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Bennett. As the Department of the Interior pointed out last 
year in its report on local assistance legislation, the Department cer- 
tainly approves very highly the principle of cooperation with local 
groups to plan and “devel ‘lop their own projects. This year we have 
filed reports on both types of legislation which are now pending before 
this committee. 

We have certain specific comments to make with regard to each 
type of bill, without referring to the various bill numbers that happens 
to be involved. We believe with respect to the proposals to assist 
in the financing of local construction of irrigation distribution sys- 
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tems that the principle of local financial participation should be 
recognized. The bill which was sent to the Senate from the House 
includes no provision requirin gthe offering of a financial equity in 
the project works by the local organization. We believe that the 
bill pending before the Senate is much more preferable in that regard. 
We recognize that the 10 percent limitation which is proposed there 
has certain practical difficulties, as well as difficulties of interpretation 
inherent in it. We do believe very strongly that the local group 
should at least be required to provide the “rights-of-w ay and other 
interests in land and water rights which might be involved other 
than those which would be obtainable from the United States under 
existing law. 

The cost of administering a loan program, we believe, should be 
allocated among the applicants for loans in such a fashion that the 
loan itself would reimburse the United States for the necessary ad- 
ministrative costs of reviewing such proposals. We believe that the 
legislation in its final form should include provisions to authorize 
the Department of the Interior and any other Federal agencies that 
might be involved to provide any available economic and engineering 
information which they may have and which the local groups feel 
might be helpful in their planning and construction work. 

It is our view that in the case of distribution system which have 
been authorized as part of a Federal program that any project-wide 
costs which would have been borne by the local agencies, if it had 
been constructed by the Federal Government, should laso be included 
as part of the reimbursable costs. By that I mean you have project 
plans developed, let us say, for the entire Central Valley project. 
That would include the reservoirs and the major works. A portion 
of those costs, if they would have been allocated to the water users 
under a distribution system, we feel should also be included as part 
of the reimbursable costs for the purposes of loans under an irriga- 
tion-system bill. 

With respect to the language of the bills that are pending before the 
committee, we do believe very strongly that language should be incor- 
porated to make it clear that the contract provision should include 
anything the Secretary might deem reasonably necessary to provide 
security for and to assure repayment of the loan. That is of impor- 
tance since all of these bills tend at least to imply that the full owner- 
ship and control of the irrigation distribution system would remain 
in local hands. 

Ii by chance through one cause or another the system is being 
neglected after a period of years, and that neglect is causing a pos- 
sibility of financial loss to the Federal Government, we believe that 
the contract provisions should include such steps as might be necessary 
to assure the continued security for the Federal loan. 

With respect to the broader bill, the committee has heard testimony 
this morning recommending the extension of its principle to the 
United States as a whole, rather than limiting it only to the 17 Western 
States. We included such a recommendation in our report on that 
legislation this year. I might state in that regard that we have noted 
with considerable interest the fact that there is more and more demand 
for irrigation in the Eastern sections of the United States. As ¥ 
pointed out previously this morning, a bill is now pending before the 
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House Agriculture Committee which would give the Department of 
Agriculture authority to provide just the kind of assistance that this 
committee is considering, not only in the Eastern States, but also in 
the Western States. So you have a very distinct question of jurisdic 
tjon before the Congress now as between these bills. 

Senator ANpEerson. What is the number of the House bill ? 

Mr. Bennerr. I believe it is H. R. 1577, Senator. I will have to look 
that up. That is right. 

In connection with the problem of review by the States as contem- 
plated by section 1 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, we recommended 
® year ago that all proposals for local construction of projects be 
submitted to the States in exactly the same fashion as though they 
were Federal projects. 

Subsequently, as I believe I mentioned before this morning, we did 
hold consultations in which we indicated that we would have no objec- 
tion if the Congress decided that some more limited review would be 
satisfactory. However, we suggest that any liberalization in regard 
to this requirement be approached from the standpoint of the extent 
to which any given project would increase the consumptive use of 
water. 

Rehabilitation and improvement proposals perhaps should be 
treated more leniently so far as State review is concerned than projects 
which would cumulatively have a marked effect on the consumptive 
use of water in any given State, and the consequent effect on the 
interests of other States in the basin. 

With respect to rights of way and interests in land, we note with 
approval that the bills pending before the committee would require 
the acquisition locally of such rights, other than those that could be 
provided under existing Federal law. We do feel, however, that 
in this type of legislation, there are many instances where additional 
participation by the local groups would be possible and should be 
required. It is our belief in that respect that the test should be one 
which is related to the ability of a given community to participate 
financially. We feel quite strongly that this principle should be pre- 
served in any legislation des aling ’ with this subject. 

Senator Kucuen. You are talking now about local monetary 
participation. 

Mr. Bennett. Or contributions in land or other contributions in 
kind. It might be labor, for example. It could be anything which 
would have a true monetary value, and would constitute some equity 
in the project. 

Senator Kucnert. Do you also urge that provision of local par- 
ticipation in the type of legislation that contemplates loans where 
the Federal Government has authorized the project under reclamation 
law? 

Mr. Bennerr. We recommend very strongly the inclusion of pro- 
visions to require the local groups to provide interest in lands and 
rights-of-way. 

Senator Kucner. Why do youdothat? Give mea little bit of your 
thinking, because as I understand it, one of these days presumably 
the Congress is going to come along ‘and appropriate the ‘money for 
project A, which was authorized i in a previous Congress. 

Mr. Bennett. I will give you two answers to that, Senator. The 
first one has to do with the fact that the policy of the Department, 
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even where the project is being constructed by the Federal Govern- 
ment, is to require local groups to arrange for acquisition of some 
rights-of-way and interests in land. 

Senator Kucnet, That is all you are talking about when you talk 
about local participation ? 

Mr. Bennett. We do believe that in most instances the rights-of- 
way and other interests in land would constitute an adequate par- 
ticipation in the case of irrigation distribution systems. We have 
thought from time to time that perhaps there should be a requirement 
that if the rights-of-way and other interests in land did not repre- 
sent a given reasonable participation, perhaps the Secretary should 
have authority to require some additional contribution if the local 
community has the capacity to do it. 

Senator Kucnen. What I am thinking about is this: Suppose you 
got Federal authorization under reclamation law for certain distribu- 
{ion systems in connection with a Federal multipurpose project in 
whatever State it was located, and the local irrigation district wants 
to go ahead on its own now rather than wait for the Congress to get 
around to making an appropriation, we are considering legislation 
to give them a loan which will be repaid. Why penalize the industry 
and the incentive of the local group by saying that you are going to 
have to pony up more when you do it yourself, and pay the money 
back, than when you wait until Congress gets around to appropriating 
the money ? 

Mr. Bennett. One answer to that, Senator, is that the project is 
federally owned, if the Federal Government builds it, and the funda- 
mental control cver the project remains in the United States. 

Senator Kucnex. But it is relatively moot where title is. 

Senator Anprrson. Not necessarily. That is the question we had 
on the Hoover Dam the other day. When it is paid out it will belong 
to the Federal Government. 

Senator Kucuet. I do not quarrel with that. 

Senator Anperson. If these works are built by the local districts, 
when they are finished up, they will belong to the local district. There 
may be some importance in that distinction he is making. 

Senator Kucuet. Let us have a little bit of it. 

Mr. Bennett. The importance of the distinction arises in the fact 
that this legislation contemplates that under all circumstances the 
ownership and the control of the project will remain in local hands. 
That involves some question as to the extent of the security, and the 
assurance that the local groups will continue to have sufficient interest 
to take care of the property. It is the old story of requiring an equity 
before you go into a bank to get a loan. 

Senator Anperson. Let us bear in mind that this is fundamental 
reclamation law, that Uncle Sam holds title to the irrigation ditches 
as well as he doesto the dams if he puts up the money. 

Senator Kucnen. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. If he is going to change and let them assume the 
management of it, then maybe they will keep these things when the 
things are completed, and they ought to make some contribution under 
that for the rights-of-way, because they are going to be the owners of 
those rights-of-way. Whereas the Government acquires the rights- 
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of-way because it eventually will be the owner. May I read the last 
proviso of the Reclamation Act of 1902: 

The title to and management and operation of the reservoirs and works neces- 
sary for their protection and operation shall remain in the Government unless 
otherwise provided by Congress. 

It takes an act of Congress to get the distribution system away from 
Federal ownership. If you take it aw: ay, then the Government should 
not pay for the right-of-way. That is the only point on it. It be- 
comes of some importance once the project is built, because the Gov- 
ernment is interested in seeing that these ditches are maintained 
properly and that the main canals are maintained properly. They 

want to be sure that if there is a breaking down of a headgate some- 
where, somebody is going to replace it. When the Government retains 
ownership, it does the replacing. If the local district owns it, it is up 
to them. 

I have had three bridges taken off my farm since the original project 
was built. Nobody thinks about putting them back. The Federal 
Government, when it becomes the full owner of that reclamation 
district, is going to come in and put them back. I have had to do my 
own bridging in the meantime. 

Senator Kucnen. Mr. Chairman, I would have no objection under 
this theory to having the local district agree to keep up its works in 
good order. What I am saying is this: If you have a congressional 
approval under Federal reclamation law of a given project and a local 
group of people want to come in and take advantage of some interest- 
free money, and we are dealing with public agencies—they have the 
initiative and enthusiasm to get out and do it right now—why should 
we attach any more penalty on that local distr ict when they are going 
to pay all the money back to the Government that they borrow, then 
we would attach to them if they sat back and waited for Congress to 
appropriate the money to build it itself ? 

Senator Anperson. It is a question of title at the end of the period. 
If you say to me that you want an automobile to haul people back and 
forth, I may make you a rental price on that provided when you finish 
with the contract, the automobile belongstome. But ifthe automobile 
is going to be yours when you get through, I may require you to buy it 
in the first place. 

Senator Kucue.. Under this bill every dime comes back to the 
Federal Government. The Federal Government should not be out a 
nickel. 

Senator Anperson. The Government is out money. It is out 214 
percent on 40 years, which is the full face value of what it puts in. 

Senator Kucne.. The incentive is the interest-free money. That 
is the incentive for the local agencies to come in and get help. I just 
don’t get it. I can see an argument that you might advance on those 
that are not authorized by Congress. That doesn’t constitute a great 
argument to me. 

Senator ANpERSON. We have heard how simple it is to get this right- 
of-way by a neighborhood organization, so if the Department of In- 
terior required it, they would not be putting much of a stumbling 
block in the way. 

Mr. Bennett. There is one practical consideration, Senator, that 
you might keep in mind. If the legislation were written in the form 
in which it came over from the House and the loan could include funds 
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to buy rights-of-way, how easy do you believe it would be from that 
point on for the local group to get neighborhood treatment of the 
problem? Federal funds are available for r ights-of-way if you write 
the legislation in the fashion you are suggesting. The organization 
is going to have to pay back that additional amount of money neces- 
sary to pay out the additional cost. The repayment obligation is 
gr eater if you do it that way. 

If you require the local group on its own to provide those rights-of- 
way, then you can get a neighborhood handling of the problem. If 
you do it the other way, it depends on how gr eedy some of the people 
in the area may be. That is merely a practical consideration and it is 
one which I think assumes some importance in handling right-of-way 
problems. Some of the people here would be much more qualified 
than I am to speak to that point. 

Senator Kucne. If you had a few greedy people in the district, you 
would have some trouble perfecting an application with the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 

Mr. Bennett. That I concede is a fact, but the community has its 
own ways of meeting those problems. State law in many cases gives 
them fair opportunity to resolve those omar, 

Senator Anprerson. All I would say, Senator Kuchel, is that maybe 
on a strict application of justice what you said is correct. I will not 
pass on that. But I will say that what these men testified here to today 
about the ability to get right-of-way on a community of neighborhood 
basis, I think is absolutely true. While it may cost a little something 
to get the right-of-way on that basis, the other advant ges are pretty 
great. I think there will be very substantial reductions in cost by vir- 
tue of the closer supervision that these people are able to give it. They 
do a lot of things that otherwise you might not suce ‘eed in doing. 
Therefore, I think the total cost of if would be much less. 

In return for their abiliy to do their own local bargaining and their 
interest-free money, it does seem that a provision for the requirement 
of a right-of-way is a fairly small provision. 

Senator Kucuet. I thought he was advocating on the part of the 
oe more than that. 

Senator AnvERSON. Not toomuch. The Department of the Interior 
is going to make as good a deal as it can, but it also is going to do the 
very thing it is contemplaing doing in our valleys now. If it realizes 
that justice indicates that they better be a little more liberal, the “y are. 
They recently provided that the Carlsbad Irrigation District be taken 
over by the people who live on it. They were ‘pretty decent about the 
way they got off. The tried to make it possible for these farmers to 
succeed. 

All I think the Department of Interior wants to suggest is that 
they are in a sufliciently good bargaining power so that they can ask 
that the thing is set up right. 

Senator Kucuen. Square deal. 

Senator Anperson. We will leave it on the square-deal basis. I 
think there may be some benefit. 

Go ahead. 

Mr. Bennett. The next point I would like to consider for a moment 
is that of the review and approval by Congress of proposals submitted 
under the program. In that regard, we recommended a year ago, 
and we still prefer, an approach which would require congressional 
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appr oval of all proposals. Here again, however, it may be that the 
Congress in its own wisdom could determine a reasonably practical 
dollar limit with respect to this question of congressional review. 
We had one very practical reason which I think should be mentioned 
here for this recommendation. 

The Bureau of Reclamation today is fundamentally a construction, 
design, and planning agency. In that connection its planning requires 

a scheduling of propose ed construction programs for a number of years 
into the future. As this construction schedule develops, it begins to 
take up a substantial share of the annual appropriation of the Dep: urt- 
ment. What we have feared in connection with secretarial authoriza- 
tions is the fact that very worthy projects eligible for loans might be 
approved by the Secretary, then the Department would find itself 
before the Appropriations Committees having to choose between a 
construction schedule on Federal projects which have been set up 
years before, or deferring that work in order to finance through its 
appropriations the loan proposals that would be submitted under this 
program. That could be a very difficult choice. It is one which we 
feel might be resolved better from the viewpoint of the local applicant, 
as well as the Department, if we had congressional approval through 
the appropriate legislative committees of these proposals. In that 
way we believe that local groups and the Department would be better 
assured of a reasonable — - appropriations as the loan require- 
ments came up from year to ye 

With respect to the question of ‘commercial power, we have recom- 
mended consistently that the program exclude any use of Federal 
funds for the purpose of developing commercial power. Consequent- 
ly, that being our position, we leave it to the Congress to determine 
what handling, if any, shall be given to the question of commercial 
power if the Congress itself decides to bring commercial power into 
the program. If it is brought in, the question of power preference 
is strictly one for the Congress to determine under those circumstances. 
Our recommendation would be simply to exclude commercial power 
entirely. 

Senator Anperson. I think I agree with you. 

Mr. Bennerr. Then the last point I would like to mention is this. 
With respect to excess lands we, of course, have believed that at least 
the larger share of the projects that come up for loans under this 
program would be projects to use water from Federal projects. 

Under those circumstances, the excess-lands provisions would auto- 
matically apply. Hence if the committee decides to incorporate by 
reference the excess-lands provisions of the reclamation law in this 
program, we would recommend that it give very careful consideration 
to the proposal which was mentioned earlier this mor ning to permit 
the owners of excess lands either directly, or through the contracting 
organizations, to pay interest on the proportionate share of the project 
costs represented by lands held in excess of ownership. 

I believe that concludes my statement. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you very much. 

I will submit the following letter for the record. 
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(The letter referred to follows:) 


SMALL PROJECTS COMMITTEE, 
NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION, 
Yerington, Nev., March 24, 1955. 
Re small projects legislation S. 405. 


Senator CLINTON ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: For your information I am enclosing herewith the 
original questionnaires received by me as a result of a survey conducted by the 
small projects committee of the National Reclamation Association in an attempt 
to determine the need for such legislation at this time. These documents 
concern only your own State of New Mexico, but represent the need in all 17 
Western States, the area covered by my survey. I am also enclosing some 
letters that accompanied the questionnaires. These express better than I can 
the thoughts of the individual districts. 

You may recall that at the hearings held on this legislation on February 8, 
1955, some discussion was had on the matter of congressional versus secretarial 
authorization for the loans under the bill. In order to clear the record I am 
enclosing a memorandum that sets out the action of the House subcommittee 
on appropriations in reference to approval of funds for construction of reclama- 
tion projects. 

We have been advised that you have called for further hearings on this bill for 
Wednesday, March 30, 1955. We respectfully urge that favorable action he had 
on the bill as presently before you, and that it be reported to the full committee 
without amendment. 

Yours very sincerely, 
Roy M. Wuiracre, Secretary. 


(The material was filed with the committee. ) 


MEMORANDUM FOR SENATOR ANDERSON From Roy M. WHITACRE, SECRETARY, SMALL 
PROJECTs COMMITTEE, NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION 


YERINGTON, Nev., March 24, 1955. 

At the meeting of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, of the 
Senate Interior Affairs Committee, held on Tuesday, Feb. 8, to hear testimony 
on the small projects bills, it was stated that in reference to whether there 
should be congressional or secretarial approval for the loans that: 

“The House Appropriations Committee had ruled in 1954, that they would 
make no further funds available for reclamation projects not already started, 
unless the project had been authorized by the Congress.” This statement is not 
correct. 

An investigation of the record reveals that on April 1, 1954, the House Interior 
Appropriations Subcommittee, while considering the Trinity project in California, 
a $207 million project that had been authorized by the Secretary of the Interior 
on January 2, 1953, ruled: 

“That no money will be appropriated for projects on which work has not yet 
commenced, unless there has been congressional authorization, if the cost of 
the project is in excess of $5 million.” 

For further information call Wm. Welsh, secretary-manager, National Recla- 
mation Association, National Press Building, Washington, D. C. 


(Thereupon at 12:55 p. m., a recess was taken subject to call of 
the Chair.) 


x 














